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LAW OFFICES 
WEBSTER. CHAMBERLAIN & BEAN 

1747 PENNSYLVANIA AVENUE. N.W. 
WASHINGTON. D.C. 20000 

GEORGZ D WEBSTER lleBl-ln6.el 

OF C O U N S U  

J COLEHAN BE*N 

CHIRLES E CHAMBERLAIN 

(202) 785-0500 
FAX: (202) 835-0243 

November 21, 1997 

Dawn M. Odrowski, Esq. 
Office of General Counsel 
Federal Election Commission 
Sixth Floor 
999 E Street, N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20463 

Re: M U R  3774 
National Risht to Work Committee 

Dear Ms. Odrowski: 

The National Right to Work Committee recently discovered 
additional documents that are responsive to the requests contained 
in your letter of September 4, 1997. 

The documents have been organized in accordance with the 
separate numbered paragraphs in your September 4 letter and each 
batch of documents is accompanied by a cover sheet identifying the 
paragraphs of your letter to which that group of documents is 
responsive. 

Frank M. Northam 

Enclosures 
FMN/ctb 

cc: National Right to Work Committee 
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.- FROM: 4 
HAVE ALL RECOMMENDED CMAEGES BEEN MADE? B Y E S  0 NO 

PROOFlNG: 

1ST pfi! SUF.  IO/(> REVISION NEEDED 

2ND REVISION NEEDED -h Ir IP6 
3RD I0l/L( REVISION NEEDED N b  

4TH - REVISION NEEDED 

5TH REVISION NEEDED 

6TH / REVISION NEEDED 

FINAL COPY APPROVED? DATE: 



U.S. Senate 
Questions# 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  - - - - - - - - -  r i t z  Hollings-D 

(8031 723-0700 
Fomy Hartnetc-R 
(803) 720-8860 

Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y  

i 
U.S. House of Representatives 

Qu%stions#: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  
ne 1 - -  - - - - - - _  ill, O b e r s t - D  

1803) 527-4946 
rQmr Ravenel, Jr.-R Y Y Y Y Y Y Y N Y 

‘1803) 722-0174 

Questions#: 1 2 a 4 B 6 7 8 9 
D i r t r l a t  2 
Floyd Spence-R Y Y Y Y Y Y Y - Y  
(803) 254-5120 

D - k t  3 
James Bland-R Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y  
(803) 641-1408 
B u t l e r  Derrick-D Y Y Y - Y N Y - Y  
1803) 225-5301 

D i a t Z M  4 
L i z  Pafterson-D 
(803) 582-3650 
Bob In91iS-R Y Y Y Y Y  Y Y Y Y  
(8031 242-6440 

- - - - - - - - - 

sc 

(803) 327-1114 
Will.iam Horne-R Y Y Y Y Y - Y Y Y  

(8031 929-0208 
John Chase-R Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y .’. 
(803! 659-8787 

Y =Yes 
M = N o  

1. Do you believe an employee who does not want the “services” 
of a labor union should have the right to refuse to accept that 
union as his exclusive representative, which federal law now 
forces him to accept? 

2. Will you support repeal of the provisions in federal laws which 
authorize compulsory unionism? 

3. Do you favor preservation of Section 14(b) of the Taft-Hadey 
Act. which aulhorizes state Right (0 Work laws? 

4. Would you support legislation to end the special immunity 
union officials presently enjoy from prosecution under the 
federal antiextortion statute? 

5. Will you oppose the forced unionization of federa1, state. 
county and municipal employees? 

6. 

I. 

8. 

9. 

Will you support amendments to the Federal Election 
Campaign Act to prohibit the use of compulsory union dues 
and fees for political causes and candidafes opposed by union 
n:embers? 

Will you oppose so-called “anti-double breasting” legislation 
that has, as its primary goal, to forcibly unionize employees of 
consmction companies? 

Will you oppose legislation to weaken or destroy the Hatch 
Act, which protects federal employees from union political 
coercion? 

Will you oppose legislation that would punish or require the 
firing of employees who choose lo work during a smke, and 
give union officials the power to shut down businesses that 
refuse ta force their employees to pay union dues? 

Note: The National Right to Work Committee. of course, endorses no candidates. We are a nonpartisan organization. Bui 
we believe that you as a Right to Work supporter are. entitled to know which candidates will support the right of every 
American to earn a living - without having to pay union bosses for the privilege. 



U.S. Senate 
Quasiions#: i 23456789 

Fritz Hollingo-D 

T o m y  Hartnett-R Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y  

- - - - - - - - - 
(803) 779-8400 

1803) 884-4244 
. .  

. 3 . S .  . .  House of Representatives 
Quastions #: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

5 .  ,> 

. .~.. .. . .: 
i Q i u t r i a k  1 - - - - - - - - - ~. dill Oberst-D 

?-Arthur Ravenel, Jr.-R Y Y Y  Y Y Y Y N Y 
1803) 527-4946 

.~ ... (803) 722-0174 
- . .. . ~ ,  . .  . .  

L ~ i  

.. 

Questions# 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  

Floyd Spence-R Y Y Y Y Y Y Y - Y  
D f s t r i a t  2 

1803) 254-5120 

D f s t r i a t  3 
James Eland-R Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y  
(803) 641-1408 
Butler Derrick-0 Y Y Y - Y N Y - Y  
(8031 225-5301 

nfstrio+ 4 
Liz Patterson-D 
1803) 562-3650 

- - - - - - - - - 
Bob Inglis-R Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y  
(803) 242-6440 

J o b  SpKatt-D - - - - - - - -  - 
(803)  327-1114 
William Horne-R Y Y Y Y Y  - Y  Y Y  
(803) 494-2641 

akhriot 6 
Jim Clyburn-D 
(803) 929-0208 

- - - - - - - - - 
John Chase-R Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y  
1802: 669-8787 

Survey Questions 

1. Do you believe an employee who does not want the "services" 
of a labor union should have the right to refuse to accept that 
union as his exclusive representative, which federal law now 
forces him to accept? 

2. Will you support repeal of the provisions in federal laws which 
authorize compulsory unionism? 

3. Do you favor preservation of Section 14@) of the Ta f t -Wey  
Act, which authorizes state Kight to Work laws? 

4. Would you support legislation to end the special immunity 
union officials presently enjoy from prosecution under the 
federal anti-extortion statute? 

5. Will you oppose the forced unionization of federal, scare. 
county and municipal employees? 

6. Will you support amendments to the Federal Election 
Campaign Act to prohibit the use of compulsory union dues 
and fees for political causes and candidates opposed by union 
members? 

7. Will you oppose so-called "anti-double breasting" legislation 
that has. as its primary goal, to forcibly unionize employees G: 
construction companies? 

8. Will you oppose legislation to weaken or destroy the Hatch 
Act, which protects federal employees from union political 
coercion? 

9. Will you oppose legislation that would punish or require the 
firing of employees who choose to work during a strike, and 
give union officials the power to shut down businesses that 
refuse to force their employees to pay union dues? 

- 
Note: The National Right to Work Committee, of course, endorses no cam.iidates. We art! a nonpanisan organization. But 

we believe that you as a Rjghr to Work suppomr are entitled to know which candidales will support the right of every 
American to earn a living - without having to pay union bosses for the privilege. 

1 



BACKGROUNDER 
The information below is helpful in explaining the 

questions on the reverse side of thic form. 

A union, under present federal laws, is empowered to 
represent and bind all employees in a company‘s bargaining 
unit - including employees who oppose the union and don’t 
want its “services.” 

This monopoly bargaining power, generally described as 
“exclusive bargaining rights,” deprives employees of their right 
to bargain for themselves. Union officials fought for this power 
and refuse to give it up; yet they complain they are “unfairly 
burdened by the legal obligation” to represent nonmembers. 

Such complaints are intended to pave the way for compelling 
i..fiancial support from so-called “free riders” for representation 
:~. they do not want  

~ The f ~ n g  of workers who refuse to pay union dues and/or 
fees is explicitly sanctioned by both the National Labor 
Relations Act and the National Railway Labor Act 

Section 7 of the NLRA. For example, stipulates that 
-:.employees . .  shall have “the right to refrain” from participating in 
junion activities “except to the extent that such right may be 
‘affected by an agreement requiring membership in a labor 

’:~ ‘organization as a condition of employment.” 
The problem of compulsory unionism was created by 

Congress. It will not be solved until Congress repeals the 
..~. . .  . .  

. .  ..~: existing federal authorizations of compulsory unionism. 

. ~. ... 
3:- . . ~ < In 21 stales, wage earners - except those covered by the . ~.. 

National Railway Labor Act - are. shielded from compulsory 
unionism by Right to Work laws. 

The Florida guarantee is typical of these laws, saying, ‘The 
right of persons to work shall not be denied or abridged on 
account of membership or nonmembership in any labor union or 
labor organization.” 

The authority of states to adopt and enforce such laws is 
reaffmed by Section 14@) of the Taft-Hartley amendments to 
the National Labor Relations Act. 

Extortion, as a technique, is extremely useful to union 
Officials in obtaining such demands as compulsory union shops, 
“agency” shops, compulsory hiring halls and irrevocable dues 
check-off clauses. 

While most criminal lriw is administered at the state and Id 
level, some criminal activities (including extortion), which 
obstruct interstate commerce, have been deemed by Congress to 
be so important that they should be covered by federal statutes. 

As he federal law currenlly stands, union officials have 
unique special immunities from prosecution for threatening to 
commit or committing felonies - such as murder, 
manslaughter, maiming. arson, aggravated property desmction, 
explosives or firearms offenses, etc. - to obtain collective 
bargaining demands. 

For the past several years, Congress has been confronted by 
bills designed to authorize the forced unionization of public 
employees at various levels of government. 

Several of these proposals are aimed at state. county and 
municipal employees and would nullify existing state laws 
which shield public employees from union coercion. 

Other bills would strip postal workers and other federal 
employees of the freedom of choice guaranteed by the Postal 
Reorganization Act of 1970 and executive orders dating back to 

1. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

the administration of President John E Kennedy. 
Labor unions are the only private organization in the U.S. 

which can legally force individuals IO pay dues into their 
treasuries. 

The Federal Election Campaign Act (FECA) prohibits union 
officials from giving any of these dues dollars directly to il 
candidate for federal office. 

An the same time, FECA permits union officials to use 
workers’ conipulsory dues dollars for “in-kind” political 
spending on goods and services to elect candidates for federal 
offices. 

These “in-kind” expenditures are in addition to union PAC 
contributions; they are seldom - if ever - documented or 
reponed to the Federal Election Commission. 

No official statistics for total union “in-kind” expenditures 
are available. But Labor columnist Victor Riesel estimated that 
this so-called “sofi money” amounted to 10 times more than 
what union PACs gave in C E . ~  contributions. Based on that 
yardstick, union “soft money’’ in 1990 exceeded $350 million. 

In recent years, legislation has been introduced in Congress 
to automatically impose union representation upon workers of 
nonunionized companies which have even the slightest 
economic links to unionized companies. 

Even though the nonunionized and the unionized companies 
each perform separate and distinct work, the compulsory union 
conwact would be automatically imposed upon the nonunion 
workers, without even the show of an election conducted by the 
National Labor Relations Board to determine worker suppon. 

The “anti-double breasting” legislation would also encourage 
Common Situs picketing by permitting union organizers to use 
a dispuw with a single subcontractor as an excuse to picket and 
shut down all the other subcontractors at a job site. 

Legislation has been introduced repeatedly in Congress to 
loosen the SO-year-old Hatch Act’s restrictions against panisan 
political activity by federal employees. 

Federal union officials now wield monopoly bargaining 
power over federal employees, which mkes  union officials the 
sole conduit for civil servants in collective bargaining and 
grievance situations. 

Current proposals to weaken the Hatch Act lack explicit 
prohibitions against the use of monopoly bargaining power to 
coerce civil servants into supporting federal union officials’ 
political agenda. 

Legislation has been introduced in Congress that would 
prevent employers from hiring penanent replacement workers 
during a strike. 

The bill’s provisions would also penalize workers who 
choose not to strike by giving preferential. post-strike hiring 
privileges to strikers. 

Since an employer is unlikely to find employees who will 
work during a violent strike under these conditions, enrvloyers 
would be forced to cave in to every demand by union officials 
- including the demand that workers who refuse to pay union 
dues be fired. 
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PROOFING: 
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2ND RE.VlSION NEEDED bo 

3RD SdKffB '"I4 REViSION NEEDED N3 
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U.S. Senate 
Questions#: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  - - - - - - - - - Wayne Owens-D 

(801) 486-1992 
Roben: Bennet t -R Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y  
1801) 521-9534 

US. House of Representatives 
Questions# 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  

D b t r i a t  1 
James Hansen-R Y Y Y Y Y Y Y - Y  
(801) 451-5218 - - *  - - - - - -  Ron H o l t - D  
(801) 544-0963 

D h . e s i a t  2 
Karen Shepherd-D 
(801) 532-5241 
E n i d  Greene-R Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y  
(801) 521-2808 

nliotriat 3 

- - - - - - - - - 

- - - - - - - - - Bill Orton-D 
1801) 226-1112 
Richard H a r t i n q t o n - R  
(801) 324-6102 

Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y 

UT 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5 .  

Do you believe an employee who does not want the “services” 
of a labor union should have the right to refuse to accept that 
union as his exclusive representative, which federal law now 
forces him to accept? 

Will you support repeal of the provisions in federal laws which 
authorize compulsory unionism? 

Do you favor preswvauon of Section 14@) of the Taft-Hartley 
Act, which authorizes state KIght to Work laws? 

Would you support legislation to end the special immunity 
union officials presently enjoy from prosecution under the 
federal antiextortion statute? 

Will you oppose the forced unionization of federal, state, 
county and municipal employees? 

6. Will you support amendments to the Federal Election 
Campaign Act to prohibit the use of compulsory union dues 
and fees for polieical cam= and candidates opposed by union 
members? 

7. Will you oppose so-called “anti-double breasting” legislation 
that has. as its primary goal, to forcibly unionize employees of 
construction companies? 

8. Will you oppose legislation to weaken or destroy the Hatch 
Act, which protects federal employees from union pol i t i e l  
ccercion? 

9. Will you oppose legislation that would punish or requirc the 
f ~ n g  of employees who choose to work during a shike, and 
give union officials the power to shut down busiccsses that 
refuse to force their employees to pay union dues? 

Note: The National Right to Work Committee, of course, endorses no candidates. We are a nonpartisan organization. But 
we believe lhat you as a Right to Work suppomr are entitled to know which candidates wi!! support the right of every 
American to earn a living - without having to pay union bosses for the privilege. 
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U.S. Sella&? 
Questions#: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  - - - - - - - - -  Wayne Owens-D 

(8011 524-4394 
Robert  Bennett-R Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y  
(801) 583-2635 

US. House of Representatives 
Questions#: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  

D3strlat 1 
JWS Xansen-R Y Y Y Y Y Y Y - Y  
(801) 451-5218 

- - y  - - - - - -  Ron Holt-D 
(801) 544-0963 

D i r t r M  2 
Karen S h e p h e r d 4  - - - - - - - - - 
(801) 532-5241 
Enid Greene-R Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y  
(801) 521-2808 

(801) 226-1112 
Richard Harrinsron-R Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y 
(801) 324-6102 

UT 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

Key: 
Y =Yes 
N =No - =NoResponse 

L. I 

Survey Questions 

Do you believe an employee who does not want the "services" 
of a labor union should have the right to refuse to accept that 
union as his exclusive representative, which federal law now 
forces him to accept? 

Will you suppon repeal of the provisions in federal laws which 
authorize compulsory unionism? 

Do you favor preservation of Section 14@) of the Taft-Hartley 
Act, which authorizes state Right to Work laws? 

Would you support legislation to end the special immunity 
union officials presently enjoy from prosecution under the 
federal anti-extorton statute? 

Will you oppose the Forced unionization of federal, state, 
county and municipal employees? 

6. Will you support amendments to the Federal Election 
Campaign Act to prohibit the use of compulsory union dues 
and fees foe political causes and candidates opposed by union 
membets? 

7. Will you oppose so-called "anti-double breasting" legislation 
that has. as its primary goal, to forcibly unionize employees of 
consmction companies? 

8. Will you oppose legislation to weaken or destroy the Hatch 
Act. which protects federal employees from union political 
coercion? 

9. Will you oppose legislation that would punish or require the 
firing of employees who choose to work dwing a scrike, and 
give union officials the power to shut down businesses that 
refuse to force heir employees to pay union dues? 

Note: The National Right to Work Committee, of course, endorses no candidates. We u e  a nonpartisan organization. But 
we believe that you as a Right to Work supporter are, entitled to know which candidates will support h e  right of every 
American to eam a living - without having to pay union bosses For the privilege. 



BACKGWOUNQER 
The information below is helpful in explaining the 

questions on the reverse side of Cis f a n .  

1. A union, under present federal laws, is empowered to 
represent and bind all employees in a company’s bargaining 
unit - including employees who oppose the union and don’t 
want its ”services.” 

This monopoly bargaining power, generally described as 
“exclusive bargaining rights,” deprives employees of their right 
to bargain for themselves. Union officials fought for this power 
and refuse to give it up: yet they complain they are “unfairly 
bwdened by the legal obligation” to represent nonmembers. -: Such complaints are intended to pave the way for compelling 

<t:. fmancial support from so-called “free riders” for representation 
i . : they do not want. 

di-. The f ~ n e  of workers who refuse to uav union dues andlor 

. .  

.- 

fees is expficitly sanctioned by both’ tie National Labor 
Relations Act and the National Railway Labor Act. 

Section 7 of the NLRA, for example, stipulates that 
employees shall have “the right to refnin” from participating in 
union activities “except to the extent that such right may be 
affected by an agreement requiring membership in a labor 
o r g a n d o n  as a condition of employment.” 

The problem of compulsory unionism was created by 
Congress. It will not be solved until Congress repeals the 
existing federal authorizations of compulsory unionism. 

In 21 states, wage earners - except those covered by the 
National Railway Labor Act - are. shielded from compulsory 
unionism by Right to Work laws. 

The Florida guarantee is typical of these laws, saying, ‘The 
right of persons to work shall not be denied or abridged on 
account of membership or nonmembenhip in any labor union or 
labor organization.” 

The authority of states to adopt and enforce such laws is 
reaffmed by Section 14@) of the Taft-Hartley amendments to 
the National Labor Relations Act. 

Extortion, as a technique, is extremely useful to union 
officials in obtaining such demands as compulsory union shops, 
“agency” shops, compulsory hiring halls and irrevocable dues 
check-off clauses. 

While most criminal law is administered at the state and local 
level, some criminal activities (including extortion). which 
obsmcr interstate commerce. have kzn deemed by Congress to 
be so important that they should be covered by federal statutes. 

As the federal law currently stands, union officials have 
unique special immunities from prosecution for threatening to 
commit or committing felonies - such as murder, 
manslaughter, maiming, arson, aggravated property desfruction, 
explosives or firearms offenses, etc. - to obtain collective 
bargaining demands. 

For the past several years, Congress has been confronted by 
bills designed to authorize the forced unionization of public 
employees at various levels of government. 

Several of these proposals are aimed at state, county and 
municipal employees and would nullify existing state laws 
which shield public employees from union caercion. 

Other bills would strip postal workers and other federal 
employees of the freedom of choice. guaranteed by the Postal 
Reorganization Act of 1970 and executive orders daring back to 

the administration of President John F. Kennedy. 
Labor unions are the only private organization in die U.S. 

which can legally force individeals to pzy dues into their 
ueasuria. 

The Federal Election Campaign Act (FECA) prohibits union 
officials from giving any of these dues dollars directly to a 
candidate for federal office. 

At the same time, FECA permits union officials to use 
workers’ compulsory dues do!!zrs for “in-kind” political 
spending on goods and services to elect candidates for federal 
offices. 

These “in-kind” expenditures are in addition to union PAC 
contributions; they are seldom - if ever - documented or 
reported to the Federal Election Commission. 

No official statistics for mtal union “in-kind” expenditures 
are available. But Labor columnist Victor Riesel estimated that 
this so-called “soft money” amounted to 10 times more than 
what union PACs gave in cash contributions. Based on that 
yardstick, union “soft money” in 1990 exceeded $350 million. 

In recent years, legislation has been introduced in Congress 
to automatically impose union representation upon workers of 
nonunionized companies which have even the slightcsi 
economic links to unionized companies. 

Even though the nonunionized and the unionized companies 
each perform separate and distinct work, the compulsory union 
contract would be automatically imposed upon the nonunica 
workers, without even the show of an election conducted by the 
National Labor Relations Board to deermine woker support. 

The “anti-double breasting” legislation would also encourage 
Common Situs picketing by permitting union organizers to use 
a dispute with a single subcontractor as an excuse to picket and 
shut down all the other subcontractors ai a job site. 

Legislation has been introduced repeatedly in Congress IO 
loosen the 50-year-old Hatch Act’s restrictions against partisan 
political activity by federal employees. 

Federal union officials now wield monopoly bargaining 
power over federal employees, which makes union offcials the 
sole conduit for civil servants in collective bargaining and 
grievance situations. 

Current proposals to weaken the Hatch Act lack explicit 
prohibitions against the use of nronopoly bargaining power to 
coerce civil servants into supporting federal union officials’ 
political agenda. 

Legislation has been introduced in Congcss that would 
prevent employers from hiring permanent replacement workers 
during a seike. 

The bill’s provisions would also penalize workers who 
choose not to strike by giving preferential. post-srrike hiring 
privileges to smkers. 

Since an employer is unlikely to find employees who will 
work during a violent strike under these conditions, employers 
would be forced to cave in to every demand by union officials 
- including the demand that workers who refuse to pay union 
dues be fired. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 
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P.O. 990. e 12215 NATIONAL RIGHT TO WORK CO 
8001 BAADDOCK ROAD T H I S  O R D f f l  NO MUST 

APPEAR ON ALL INVOICES SPRINGFIELD, VIRGINIA 22160 

p a @ G M A s E  @L.,Ll=-R 3 

TO 
Neodata 
Attn:  May Haddad . 

* 

SHIP TO 

Tape t o  DMC no l a t e r  than F r i .  
10 /16/92  

DATE 1 DATE REQUIRED 1 RE. 

10/13/92 

cc: 

1 10/16/92 I Fed. Target  Spec ia l s  

Hay, a t t ached  is a g r i d  f o r  t h e  t a r g e t  
a i l 1  be doing f o r  Fed. Survey. S e l e c t  
3n t h i s  g r i d  as ind ica ted .  Repul l  t h e  
using t h e  c u r r e n t  D/A f i l e .  U s e  t h e  Ex 
HIST & CO D&B from t h e  Sept.  NL tapes .  
f i l e  a f t e r  t h e  d e l e t e s  (we  used it i n  t 
Exp., Supporters ,  P o l i ,  D&B (except  NH) 
cross checked a g a i n s t  t h e  d e l e t e s  & xxx 
address  change program. (D&B & MIST w i  
hit f l a g s  A f M , N , 0 , J , 2  from new active 
expi re  selects. Assign m a i l  keys as i n  
tapes  f o r  DMC, each i n  z i p  sequence - o 
Supp. & P o l i ,  and one for D&B & MIST. 
addressf  m a i l  key and newly a p p l M s e q  
IMPORTANT: EACH O F  THE TWO TAPES MUST HAVE DIF ERENT 
SEQUENCE NUMBERS. t 
Provide counts by m a i l  key by s t a t e  ASAP - Thur. i f  a t  a 

rapes must be correct & a t  DMC by FRI. 10/16/92.  

Hail Key S e l e c t  
A Active D/A t a r g e t s .  O m i t  f l a g s  A , M , N , O , J , 2 .  
B Inac t ive  D/A t a r g e t s .  O m i t  f l a g s  A , M , N , O , J , 2 .  
C Supporter  t a r g e t s .  
D Poli-Donor t a r g e t s .  O m i t  f l a g s  E,D,P,R,S. 
E MIST t a r g e t s .  
F D&B t a r g e t s .  

. poss ib l e  

I 
PLEASE INVOICE IN DUPLICATE 

/ 
PRINTERS: PLEASE SEND ONE SAMPILE 
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.--, 
FUNCTlON PERFORMED - DESWPT(0N 

00101 12214 OCTOBER 31s 1.992 

RIRTW XC SELECT - 

'SIDRT NL HIST ca 
SPRY NL 08 CO 
$ORT FOREIGH R E E L S  3232 
S'ORT FCREIGBI REEL 3231 

CRGSS CHECKS: 
NL MIST ca vs 3232 DELETES 

PROCESS INPUT RECORDS 
PQUCESS INPUT RECORDS 
' ~ ~ ~ O C E S S  nuTPuT RECUROS NO WATCH 

N i  DB CQ V S  3231 DELETES 
PROCESS INPUT RECOPDS 
PII(3CESS INPUT RECORDS 
PRUCESS CUfPUT RECORDS NO MATCH 

PASS M I S T  CO NO MATCH TU PLUG E 
PROCESS INPUT RECORDS 
PRUCESS OUTPUT RECORDS 

PASS DaEJ CO NO PiASCH TO PLUG F 
PR@CESS INPUT RECORDS 

PROCESS OUTPUT RECORDS 
PROCESS INPUT REcaRos 

SORT TO APPLY SEQUENCE i: 08 M I S T  
SORT ON Z I P  

REFORHAT FCR HAIL OUT YAP€ 

SELECT FR@N HF 9'92 
PRCCESS INPUT RECORDS 
PRCCESS CUTPUT AECOROS ACT SELA 

PAGE 1 OF 2 



INTERNATIONAL PARKWAY 

I 

FElN 54-0888925 INVOICE NO. 

111655 
74771 OCTOBER 319 1992 

Y /  SHIPPED TO. - SOLO TO: 

NRTWC 
9631 BXADOOCK ROAD 
SP!?INGFIELD WA 22160 
WTTN: G I N A  GUNN 

' L  

, : ' .  
. .  

FUNCTION PERFORMED - DESCRIPTION ..- - 
> 

CEZQSS CHECKS: 
"-eOLI V S  P C L I  CHANGES E: UEhETES 
- PROCESS INPUT RECORDS 

PRCCESS INPUT RECORDS 
- A  - - I  PROCESS CUTPUT RECORDS 
-SUPPORTERS WS SUPPORTERS CHANGES 

E DELETES 
P R a c E s s  ENPUT RECORDS 
PQOCESS INPUT QECORQS 
PlaOCESS CUTPUT RECORDS 

I N A C T I V E S  VS I N A C Y I V E S  CHANGES 
$; DELETES 
PROCESS I N P U T  RECORDS 
PROCESS INPUT RECORD§ 
PRCCESS OUTPUT PECQRDS 

SORT ON ZIP 

PASS TO APPLY SEQEaS 
PRCCESS INPUT R m R o s  
PROCESS OUTPUT RECORDS 

REFORMAT FOR HAILOUT T A P E  

S H I P P I N G  AND HANDLING CHARGES 
FED EX WAYBILL Z ' C  DATE 

9103324425 10-16 

30631 

39341 
633 

749 656 
S a 9 8 2  

72 s 565 

399 763 
49349 
379993 

I29 9 002 

lbj?99002 
129900.2 

129,002 

MIN CH 
HIN CH 
MHN cn 

-35/ 
EfPN CH 

.35/ 

n1Rl CH 
MIN CH 
HIN cn 
P .35/ 

,35/ 
s 35f  

PAGE 2 CF 2 TERMS NET 30 



. . .  P.O.PBO.C 18880 TO WORK COMMITTEE 
.. 80 ADDOCK ROAD ' . THtS ORDER NO. MUST 

; . APPEAR ON ALL INVOICES . .  -. .......... SPRINGFIELD, VIRGINIA 22160 .;' . ." 
. . . . .  . .  . .  . .  

. . .  . 
pum@MaGE @RDER 

( 0 STATE ACTIVITIES PUBLIC RELATIOMS MEMBERSHIP 0 GENERAL PROGRAMS SPECIAL PROJECTS - .  

J TO SHIP TO ,-., 

. 
* ,  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . .  . . . . . . . .  . . . .  

. .  . .  

. .  . .  
. . .  . .  

. .  

. . . . .  . . . . . . .  . . . . .  ... . .  . -  - .  . . . .  . . . . . . .  
. .  

A T "  DOUG fi@flILLES 
. .  , .  . .  . .  . : 

. .  

. . .  DATE I DATEREOUIRED . -  . . : I . R E :  . .  

" 10/13/! 
. .  

. .  

16Sm 

. .  

Doug, please paocess'the following: 

Overview: Approx. 165~1  to drop 1 s t  class. 
7 states. 7 Letter versions. 3 rostcrs. 
1 Generic reply.  Letter copy to cos8 v ia  fax 
3 0 / 1 4 .  Reply, Letterhead & signature to come 
10/14 via Fed Ex. Roster art . to  come 10/15 
ir. i o n 6  via Fed EX. : F ~ X  sigh o d l ~ s  okay kor. 
811.. See package specs.. y..lDetaiIed P.0. t~ 
came.. . .  1 Sequence ' $t. Oka 

Sta,tcs-:  . . 

Package: , 

LETTER .- 2.pg/P sheet'.QQ# white offset  9 1/ 
d p i n f e e d s .  ,1/Q, &, 110 (Note: NjFaH pi 

' . 1/1 i%-l /O.  We"l1 :.know' by '10/16 .am). ' -  

Letterhead R sig. PHS 268 blue. Lase 
. . .  pg. 1 .& .2. . .Various signature .plat 

REPLY - Generic. 8 ' - $ / 2  x. 5,. a/?.' Biud .5(p#, 1 
ROSTER .-. 8 .1/2 x,: iO,' ' f i f  ..poss$.cie,. %BQ). 'SO# 

BRE - 6 314 urkodled..': .. ~ .'. . 
CARRIER '.-' #lo C l o s e d  Bace .$d#':ahito.~:afBs 

..' seams; ,gua .for. live'. .hsce~: eo 
name &.address on . . . .  carrier s k y 1  

. 

. .  

. . .  

. s  

. , .  
, , ,  . . ~  

... ' . based on .stdte. 

. . . .  ye11aow:.~..Pr.-ints:.I/1 .black. . . . . . .  . 
. . . . .  . .  . .  

. .  . .  . .  . .  

I Please cal l  with nny questions or problems.. 

. . . . .  . . .  

... 
. . .  . . .  

PLEASE INVOICE IN DUPLICATE 

.>:..: PRINTERS: PLEASE SEND ONE SAMPLE 
WITH EACH INVOICE. ' 

DESK 
. .  



INVOICE 

SALESPERSON 
I FOREST, VA 24551 
I DATE OF IHVOlCE 

10-2B-92 

I 

51. % 

based o n  sL:i?c. 

yellow. P r i n t s  1,/1 b l a c k .  
BRE - 6 3 / &  uncodvd. 

name L addrr:;c on carr ier  s t y t e  f o n t .  

F1-a:;t. I : . i l l  w i t h  anv :lrlc!:t !fJn:; ;p' protrl.2mx. 

Thank tau. 

PL 

PRINTERS: PLEASE SEND ONE SAMPLE 
WITH EACH INVOICE. 

BOOKKEEPING 
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* : !  ... . _. .__, . .  +:.a 
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To: 
From: 

- . .......... . _ _ _  . .  . ......... ~. ..... __ 

___ ..... ~_I .. ....._I_. .. .~ . . . I_  __ 

. .... ... _.___ ____ ........ __ 

. . . .  ___. . .  ___ ..... .._____... .._I_ ... .I_ .. __ 

. .........I__. ..___ .... ___ _ _  ___.. . _ _ _ . ~ . .  . .__ .... _I 

RAY WOLFF 

W I L L I A M S  
P R I N T E R S  & P U B L I S H E R S  

(703) 550-12061 
FAX: (703) 550- 1232 TDD: (703) 550-8430 
853343 Terminal Road 0 Lorton, Virginia 22079 



Oct. 16 ‘92 10:32 CT MOIL COMM TEL 1-804-525-1323 P. 1 

--I-----.--__--- 
I__-----_------ DIRECT MAIL COMMUNICATIONS, I N C .  

_-_------------ (804) 525-0155 
P.O. Box 143 Forest, Va. 2 4 5 5 1  ! PRICE QUOTE I ---__---------- 1 PRICE QUOTE I 

DATE: 10/15/92 
QUOTE NO.: 0208-NW 
SALES REP: TIM PEARSON 1 
QUOTATION FOR: NATIONAL RIGHT TO Worn 

JOB TITLE: FEDERAL SURVEY SENATE SPECIALS 
QUANTITY: 165,000 

BESCRIPTION ANI) PRIClN G 

DROP DATE: 10/23/92 
PAGE: 1/1 
PREPARED BY: KDW 

CARRIER: $10 CF, NO PRINTING, 60# WO, PERSONALIZED 

BRE/RE: 616 3 1 4 ,  SUPPLIED 

LETTER: 8 1 / 2  X 11, 2SHT/2PG, 1/0, 60# WQ, 1 6 2 PERSONALIZED 

REPLY: 5 1 / 2  X 8 1 / 2 ,  1/1, SO# BLUE OFFSET, GENERIC 

OTHER: ROSTER- 8 1 / 2  X 10, 1/1, 60# CANARY, GENERIC 

OTHER: N/A 

MAILSHOP; BURST/TRIM/FOLD/INSERT(2-WAY MATCH) 
APPLY POSTAGE/BAG/TAG/MIL 

COMPUTER/PERSOV&J& ATXON: CONVERT/SORT/SPLIT,’10DE/SUPRE§S 
LASER CARRIER, AND i ’ 3S  1 h 2 OF LETTER 

OUR PRICING: 258.77/M PLUS POSTAGE 

NOTES TO BID: 

T h i s  estimate is Latiad YII Lhe above specifications. Any changee may 
affect the pr ice .  We will bill any plate changes et BI flat rate. If 
4/color seps are not provided, nMT: will b i l l  Client at coet for seps. 
tiefore the drop date  can be confirmed, Q ready date for art  and tapes 
U~JUA~JX agreed upon. Any changes in t h e m  datco may affec% drop dat%. 

~~ ~ ~~~~~~~~~ ~ ~ ~ ~~ ~~ ~ ~ ~ 

~~~ 
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FR0M:DIRECT MRIL TO : NRTW 

COVER SHEET 
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iTfi FREDERICKSBUR TO NRTW PAt€.003/005 
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OCT 15 '92 17:27 ODQTR FREDERICKSBUR TO NRTW 
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?RE€. 0041005 



OCT 1-. ' 3 2  17:;7 FROM PIEODPTf2 F2EDERICKSBUH TO NRTW PAGE.005/005 
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Telephone Numbers for Target Senatorial Campaigns 

Arkansas 
Dale Bumbers-D 
Mike Huckabee-R 

A Colorado 
Ben Campbell-D 
Terry Considine-R 

Richard StaLlings-D 
Dirk Kempthorne-R 

Harry Reid-D 
Demar Dahl-R 

- Idaho 
-. Nevada 

-New Hampshire 
John Rauh-D 
Judd Gregg-R 
Larry Brady-I 

Terry Sanf ord-3 
Lauch Faircloth-R 

-North Carolina 

North Dakota 
Byron Dorgan-D 
Steve Sydness-R 

Fritz Hollings-D 
Tommy Hartnett-R 

Torn Daschle-D 
Charlene Haar-R 

- South Carolina 
South Dakota 

-Utah 
Wayne Qwens-D 
Robert Bennett-R 

Washington 
Patty Murray-D 
Rod Chandler+ 

Campaign Office 
Campaign Office 

Campaign office 
Campaign office 

campaign office 
Campaign office 

Campaign Office 
Campaign Office 

Campaign office 
Campaign Office 
Campaign office 

Caiiipaign Office 
Campaign office 

Campaign Office 
Campaign Of f ice 

Campaign Office 
Campaign Office 

Campaign Office 
Campaign Office 

campaign Office 
Campaign Office 

Campaign Office 
Campaign Off ice 

501-375-1992* 
501-772-6755* 

303-837-0565* 
303-757-2567* 

208-336-1992* 
208-336-0092* 

702-598-1992* 
702-737-8aoo* 

603-595-9353* 
603-626-1212* 
603-641-5900+ 

800-722-1992* 
919-790-1Ell* 

701-223-3970* 
7 01-23 4-0 12 1* 

a03-723-0700* 
8 03 -72 0-8860* 

605-225-1991* 
605-256-2868* 

801-486-1992* 
801-522-9534* 

206-621-0611* 
206-454-1166* 

* Called 10/13/92  to confirm correct number. 
f No one ever answered this number but it is correct per 
Manchester information and Mr. Brady's son Lawrenc 
szid his father could usually be reached at heme 
after 4 in the evening. He said no one was in the 
now. 



i 

... . . .  . .  ... 

. 
>:: 
::I > ;  

U.S. House of Representalives 
QuosUonaU 1 2 3 4 6 6 7 8 9  

-1 
Jamie Whlccen-D 
1202) 225-9306 
Clyde Whlcakoc-R 
16011 842-8191 

nueriot 2 
Hlke Evy-D 
16011 746-1400 
DorOChy Emford-R 

Dint- 3 

- - - - - - - - - 
Y Y Y Y K Y Y Y Y 

- - - - - - - - - 
- - - - - - - - - 

~ ~~~ 

G. v. -sonny" 
&"tgonary-o Y Y Y Y Y Y Y N Y  
16011 697-6681 ~... 

Michael Wllllamr-R - - - - - - - - - 

(6011 965-4085 
J . 3 d  McMillan-R Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y  
1601) 075-1291 

a u ~ u O n s u i 2 3 4 ~ 6 7 8 9  
Terry Sanford-D 

U.S. House of Representatives 

- - - - - - - - - 
k u c h  Fdlrclach-R Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y 

- 0 u e S U M a ~  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  
W r M  1 
Eva Claycon-D - - - - - - - - 
Ted Tyler-R Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y  

- 2  
T l m  Valonclne, J r . 4  - - - - - - - - - 
W n  DdVII-R Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y  

DMrM 3 
H. H a r r l n  LDncaster-D Y Y Y Y Y  - Y N Y  
Tomy Pollard-R Y Y Y Y Y Y Y N Y  

D k t r l a t 4  
DdYld Price-D - - - _  - - - - -  
Vlcky tDUdle-R Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y  

D i s t r i c t  I 
Stephen Neal-D Y Y Y Y Y Y Y N Y  
illchard Burr-R Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y  

n m i &  B 
W .  G. Hofnor-0 Y Y Y Y Y P  
Coy PrIYeLte-R Y Y Y Y Y Y  

*&e D 
Rory 01akm.e-0 
J .  Alex MMlllan-R Y Y Y Y Y Y 1 Y Y 

Dktx la t  10 
Den Nolll-D 
T. Cas3 Baillenger-R Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y 

Din+rl* 11 
John SCBY~OI-D - - y  - - - _ - -  
Charles  Taylor-R Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y 

D- 12 
mlvin wact-o - - - - - - - - 

- - - - - - - - - 

- - - - - - - - - 

J' U.S. Senate 
'" 

auw!iunnsi: 1 2 3 4 s 6 7 a 8 
Fricz Hollinqr-D 
18031 179-0400 
mmny Hartnett-R 
1003) 084-4244 

- - - - - - - - - 
Y Y 1 Y Y Y Y Y Y 

U.S. House of Representatives 
aueauonsu 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 0 0  

D l S t t M  1 
B i l l  O t a r l t ' O  
18031 527-4946 
Arthur Ravecel, Jr . -R Y Y Y Y Y Y Y N Y 
1803) J22-0174 

- - - - - - - - - 

D - M  2 
Floyd Spnco-R Y Y Y Y Y Y Y - Y  
18031 254-5120 

D - M  3 
5-1 Bland-R Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y  
10031 641-1408 

Bur.1.r Cerrlck-D Y Y Y - Y N Y - Y 
18031 225-5301 

Dlmtr&t 4 
LIZ PdtCer~on-D 
18031 582-3650 

1803) 242-6440 

- - - - - - - - - 
L e  1nqll.-R Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y  

South Carolina cont. 
aursuonsu: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  

D U U M  3 
John SLratC-D - - . - - - - - - 
18031 327-1114 
Wllliam H o ~ M - R  Y Y Y P Y - Y Y Y  
1803) 494-2641 

D l a r . z M  6 
Jim Clyburn-0 
(8031 929-0208 
John Chase-R 
1003) 669-0707 

- - - . - - - - - 
Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y ?  

TENNESSEE 
U.S. House of Repwsentatlves 

au~suonia: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 0 0  
D - M  1 
J. Carr Chrbclan-D 
Jams Culllam-R 

D - M  2 
Troy Goodale-D 
John Duncan. Jr.-R 

D b t r M  3 
Marilyn Lloyd-0 
Zdch Wamp-R 

DlstrM I 
Jlm Cooper-0 
Dale Johnson-R 

D m W ,  5 
Boh Clomanr-D 
Tom Stone-R 

D L . t e M  6 
Barr Gordon-D 
Marsha Blackburn-R 

D m r M  7 
D.wId OdvIs-D 
Don S~ndqulsc-R 

D i r t r M  8 
John Taooer-D 

D i . f e F c f  9 
Harold Ford-D 
Charles  Black-R 

Key: 
Y =Yes 
N =No - =NoResponse 
.* =Runoff in District 

BACMGROUNDER 
The intonnation below h hclplvl in sxplaining ihc quatiara on Ihe reverse side of rhir form. 



GR 3 OSTER OF FEDE ATE$ 
ALABAMA 

0.5. Senate 
ouoauana#: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  

Ushard  Shelby-D 
Richard sellsrs-R 

- - - - - - - - - 
Y 1 Y Y Y Y Y 'L Y 

U.S. House of Representatives 
Ouu.sUanall:123456780 

oi.+r+chI 
ni1ii .m 8re-r-o - - - - - - - - - 
m n y  C ~ L I ~ ~ W R  Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y 

- 2  
George Udlldce, Jr.-D - - - - - - - - - 
Terry Everett-R Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y  

Diatri& 3 
Glen BroYdeI-0 --I - - - - - -  
O m  Sledge-R Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y  

- 4  
Tom BovIll-0 
UIUckay Stlickland-R 

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

Florida cont. Florlda conk 
Ouostlonrl): 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  

D b t r l G e  21 
L l n c o l n  DIaz-Balarr-R - - - - - - - - - 
D- 22 
Gve" MargOlls-0 _ _ _ _ - - - - -  
Clay Shau-R 

D W d &  23 
LoIr Prankel-De. - - - - - - - - - 
Alcoe HasClnq~-O** N N N LI N N N N N 
Dliver Pdcker-R** - - - - - - - - - 
Ed FieIdlng-R** Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y  

- - - - - - - - - 

GEORGIA 
US. Senate 

QuesUcnaa: 1 2 3 4 5 8 7 8 8  
Wyche Fouler, Jr.-D 
14041 331-0697 
Paul Coverdell-R 

- - - - - - - - - 
Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y 

U.S. House of Representatives 
QuesUonse: 1 2 3 4 5 6 1 0 0  

D-ld 1 

Questiansa 1 2 3 4 5 6 1 8  0 
D L . t r M  2 
Pete Peterson-D 
Ray Usqnec-R 

D L N M  3 
corr1ne Br0un-D.' 
Andrew Johnson-D.. 
Steve Kelloy-R** 
00" Weldnsr-Rb* 

D w r i n t  4 
Y A t t O X  nair-0 
19041 398-0900 
TIllle Fowler-R 

D i R t r M  3 
Karen Thuman-0 
Tom Hogan-R 

D e l +  6 
P h l l  Denton-0 
C l i f f o r d  Sroarns-R 

DM3M 1 
Dan Wobster-D 
John Nlca-R 

...I 

Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y  

Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y  

Barbara 19121 882-4839 Chri3Cws-D 

Jack Kingston-R 
D i s t r i c t  8 
Chuck Kovaleskl-D 
B i l l  HsCoIlm-R ! =. 

i -  

D b V M  2 
Sanford Bishop-D 
14041 324-3531 
Jlm Dudley+ 

D b t r i a t  3 
Rlchard Ray-D 
$404) 561-3164 
Mac Colllni-R 

D U t . v M  b 
CaChey StelnbBrq-D 
I4041 636-5110 
John Linder-R 

D ) B C L h t  5 
John L e w i s - 0  
12021 225-3001 
Paul Stabler-R 

UtxM 6 
Tony C~nter -D 
Nem Glnqrish-R 

D e i &  7 
George Oarden-D 

A 1  Boverly-R 

D i r t r M  B 

14041 425-2820 

D l o t r M  9 
Mlchael Bilirakii-R 
Cheryl KnappD 

ARKANSAS 
US. Senate 

QuemUansa: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  
Dale Bmpers-D Y - Y Y Y Y Y - -  
Mike H u c k h - R  Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y  

US. House of Representatives 
ouosumsm 1 2 3 4 s 6 7 8 a 

Distrlat 1 
Blanche Lamberr-D - - 
Terry Hayes-R V Y  

mseriat 2 
Ray Thoeon-D _ _  
Dsnnis SCOCC-R Y Y  

Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y  
Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y  

Y ' I Y Y Y Y Y N Y  

N - Y - - I - "  
Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y  

-at 3 
John VanUInkle-D N - 
Tim Hutchhaon-R Y Y 

- _ - - - -  J. Roy Rouland-0 
1202) 225-6531 
Robort Cunningham-R 

Jay Didsy-R Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y  

FLORIDA 
U.S. Senate 

PUDSU~91): 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  
Bob Graham-D 
Bill OZ~IC-R Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y  

- - - - - - - - - 
U.S. House of Representailves 

QuesUona#: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 0 9  
DirtrM1 
Earl Hutto-D Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y  
Tecry Ketchel-R Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y  

D i r t r M  9 
Nachso Deal-D 
(7061 287-1992 
Daniel Becket-R 

D b t r i a t  10 
Dan Johnson-D 
1404) 245-9293 
Ralph Hudgens-R 

D b t r l o t  11 

D b t z l d  18 
E!ngda Davis-D 
Ilenna Ros-Lehtinen-R - - - - - - - - - 
D i n t r i d  19  
Harry Johnston-D 
Larry mcz-R Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y  

D i r t r i c t  20 
Pacer Doucnch-D 
Marilyn Bo~illa-R** - - - - -  - - - -  
Beverly Kennwly-R** Y I P  Y Y Y Y Y Y 

- - - - - - - - - 

- - - - - - - - - 

Survey Questions 

Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y  

Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y  

Cynthla McKlnney-0 
(404) 243-5574 
noairor Lovetc-a 

1. Do you bclicvc M employce who doer NII want rhe "rcrviccr" of I 
labor union should hsvc ihe right lo =fuse lo acccpr Uta union Y his 
uclusive qxtsenwivc. which frdrml I r a  now forces him to acccpi7 

Will you support repeal of B e  provisions in fedcrd lnws which 
iuh& compullcry unionism? 

Do you favor pracrvuian of Section 14@) of rhc 7ali.Hwtlcy ACL 
which authixka s m  Right 10 Work L-7 

Would you support lcgirlsiion UI end Ute rpeciil immunity union 
offieids prercnily enjoy from prosecution under tho federal mti-  
crMlion yuulc7 

Will you m w  Be forced unionization of fcdnd. slam. muncy ad 
municiid employeu7 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. Will you suppon nmndmcnu lo Ute Fcdnal Elaction Cmplign An lo 
p h i b i t  tho u s  of compulsaty union d u u  and fces for plitied causes 
and cmdidalu opposed by union membcn? 

Will you app3se ro.called "anlidoublc ~nsting" Icgkluion hl hrr. 
u ill p r i m q  goal. to forcibly unionize cmploycei of cammution 
mmpmies7 

Will you oppose IsgLlaIion lo wulen or deitmy Ihe HMch A n  which 
p01csu fcdcrd employcca from union p l i t i ed  cmcjmi7 

Will you oppose legislation h t  would punish 4 require h e  f&g of 
anployeu who choose lo work &iig a s a c .  snd give Mion oftiiinlr 
rhc powa to shut d o m  burincues Uta rc fw lo fore, Uteir employees 
!a pay union duu7 

7. 

8. 

9. 



BACKGROWER 
The information below is helpful in explaining the 

questions an the reverse side of this farm. 
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A union. under present federal laws, is empowered to 
represent and bind all employees in a company’s bargaining 
unit - including employees who oppose the union and don’t 
want its “services.” 

This monopoly bargaining power, generally described as 
“exclusive bargaining rights,” deprives employees of their right 
to bargain for themselves. Union officials fought for this power 
and refuse to give it up: yet they complain they are “unfairly 
burdened by the legal obligation” to represent nonmemkm. 

Such complaints are intended to pave the way for compelling 
Tmancid support from so-called “free riders” for representation 
they do not want. 

Thp, f h g  of workers who r e f a  to pay union dues and/or 
fees is explicitly sanctioned by both the National Labor 
Relations Act and the National Railway Labor Act 

Section 7 of the NLRA, for example, stipulates that 
employes shall have “the right to refrain” from participating in 
union activities “except to the extent that such right may be 
affected by an agreement requiring membership in a labor 
organization as a condition of employment.” 

The problem of compulsory unionism was created by 
Congress. It will not be solved until Congress repeals :he 
existing federal authorizations of compulsory unionism. 

In 21 states. wage earners - except those covered by the 
National Railway Labor Act - are shielded from compulsory 
unionism by Right to Work laws. 

The Florida guarantee is typical of these laws, saying. ‘The 
right of persons to work shall not be denied or abridged on 
account of membership or nonmembership in any labor union or 
labor organization.” 

The authority of states to adopt and enforce such laws is 
reafhned by Section 14(b) of the Taft-Hadey amendments to 
the National Labor Relations Act. 

Extortion. as a technique. is extremely useful to union 
officials in obtaining such demands as compulsory union shops, 
“agency” shops, compulsory hiring halls and irrevocable dues 
check-off clauses. 

While most criminal law Is administered ai the state and local 
level. some criminal activities (including extortion), which 
obsauct intentate commerce, have k e n  deemed by Congress to 
be so imporant that they should be covered by federal statutes. 

As the federal law currently stands, union officials have 
unique special immunities from prosecution for fhreatening to 
commit or committing felonies - such as murder, 
manslaughter, maiming, arson, aggravated property destruction. 
explosives or firearms offenses, etc. - to obtain collective 
bargaining demands. 

For the past several years, Congress has k e n  confronted by 
bills designed to authorize the forced unionization of public 
employees at various leveh of government. 

Several of these proposals are aimed at state. county and 
municipal employees and would nullify existing state laws 
which shield public employees from union coercion. 

Other bills would strip poslal workers and other federal 
employees of the freedom of choice guaranteed by the Postal 

Reorganization Act of 1970 and executive orders dating back to 
the administration of President John F. Kennedy. 

Labor unions are the only private organization in the US. 
which can legally force individuals to pay i;ues into their 
ueasuries. 

The Federal Election Campaign Act (FECA) prohibh union 
officials from giving any of these dues dollars directly to a 
candidate for federal office. 

At the same time, FECA permits union officials to use 
workers’ compulsory dues dollars for “in-kind” political 
spending on goods and services to elect candidates for federal 
offices. 

These “in-kind“ expenditures are in addition to union PAC 
contributions; they are seldom - if ever - documented or 
reported to the Federal Election Commission. 

No official statistics for total union “in-kind” expenditures 
are available. But Labor columnist Victor Riesel estimated that 
this so-called “soft money” amounted to 10 times more than 
what union PACs gave in cash contributions. Based on that 
yardstick, union “soft money” in 1990 exceeded $350 million. 

In recent years. legislation has been introduced in Congress 
to automatically impose union representation upon workers of 
nonunionized companies which have even the slightest 
economic links to unionized companies. 

Even though the nonunionized and the unionized companies 
each perform separate and distinct work, the compdsory union 
contract would be automatically imposed upon the nonunion 
workers, without even &e show of an election conducted by the 
National Labor Relations Board to determine worker support. 

The “anti-double breasting” legislation would also encourage 
Common Situs picketing by permitting union organizers lo use 
a dispute with a single subcontractor as an excuse to picket and 
shut down all the other subcontractors at a jcb site. 

Legislation has been introduced repeatedly in Congress to 
loosen fhe 50-year-old Hatch Act’s restrictions against partisan 
political activity by federal employees. 

Federal union officials now wield monopoly bargaining 
power over federal employees, which makes union oficials thc 
sole conduit for civil servants in collective bargaining and 
grievance situations. 

Current proposals to waken the Hatch Act lack explicit 
prohibitions against the use of monopoly bargaining p v e r  to 
cosrce civil servsnts into supporting federal union officials’ 
political agenda. 

Legislation has been introduced in Congress that would 
prevent employers from hiring permanent rephcement workers 
during a strike. 

The bill’s provisions would also penalize workers who 
choose not to strike by giving preferential, post-strike hiring 
privileges to strikers. 

Since an employer is unlikely to find employees whg will 
work during a violent strike under these conditions, employers 
would be forced to cave in to every demand by union officials 
- including the demand lhat workers who refuse to pay snion 
dues be fired. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 
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US. Senate 
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US. Senate 
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Utah eomt. 
US. House of Representatives 

Questions# 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  
D i ~ t r l ~ t  P 
James Hansen-R Y Y Y Y Y Y Y - Y  
1801) 151-5218 
Ron H o l t - D  - - y  _ _ - - _ -  
(801) 544-0963 

ulntr l e  2 
Karen Shepherd-D 
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Dieerict 3 
B i l l  Orton-D 
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- - - - - - - - -  
(801) 226-1112 
Richard Harrington-R 
(801) 324-6102 

Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y 

Key: 
Y =Yes 
N =No - =NoResponse 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

Do you believe an employee who does not want the “services” 
of a labor union should have the right to refuse to accept that 
union as his exclusive representative, which federal law now 
forces him to accept? 

Will you support repeal of h e  provisions in federal laws which 
authorize compulsory unionism? 
Do you favor presavation of Section 14(b) of the Taft-Hartley 
Act, which aurhorizes state Right to Work laws? 

Would you support legislation to end the special immunity 
union officials presently enjoy from prosecution under the 
federal anti-extortion statute? 
Will you oppose the forced unionization of federal, state, 
county and municipal employees? 

6. Will you support amendments to the Federal Election 
Campaign Act to prohibit the use of compuisory union dues 
and fees for politicall causes and candidam opposed by union 
members? 

7. Wiii you oppose so-called “anti-double brasting” legislation 
that has. as its primary goal, to forcibly unionize employees of 
construction companies? 

8. Will you oppose legislation to weaken or destroy the Hatch 
Act, which protects federal employees from union political 
coercion? 

9. Will you oppose legislation that %Sold punish or require the 
firing of employees who choose ta work during a ?!&ee. and 
give union officials the power eo shut down businesses h i  
refuse to force their employees to pay union dues? 

Note: The National Right to Work Committee. of course, endorses no candidates. We are a nonpartisan organization. But 
we believe lhat you as a Right to Work supporter are entided to know which candidates will support the right of every 
American to earn a living - without having to pay union bosses for the privilege. 



U.S. Senate 
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- - - - - - - - -  
Enid Greene-R Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y  
(801) 521-2808 

DAatriOt 3 
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Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y 

UT 

Key: 
Y =Ye§ I N =No 

1. Do you believe an employee who does not want the “sexvim” 
of a labor union should have the right 10 refuse to accept !hat 
union as his exclusive representative. which federal law now 

2. Will you support repesll of the provisions in federal laws which 
authorize compulsary unionism? 

3. Do you favor presavation of Section 14@) of the Taft-Hartley 
Act, which authorizes state Right to Work laws? 

t. Would you support legislation to end the special immunity 
union officials presently enjoy from prosecution under the 
federaI antiextortion statute? 

5. Will you oppose the forced unionization of federal, state, 
county and municipal employees? 

forces him to accept? 

6. Will you support amendments to the Federal Election 
Campaign Act to prohibit the use of compulsory union dues 
and fees for politid causa and candidates opposed by union 
members? 

7. Will you oppost? wcalleci “anti-double bnasting” legislation 
that has, as its primary goal. to forciiily unionize employees of 
consrmction companies? 

8. Will you oppose legislation to weaken or destroy the Hatch 
AcL which prom@ federal employees from union political 
coercion? 

9. Will you oppose legislation that would punish 02 zquire thc 
Wng of employees who choose to work during a mike. and 
give union officials h e  power to shut down businases that 
refuse to force heir employees m pay mion dues? 

Note: The Natiod Right to Work Commiuee. oi come, endows no candidates. We are a nonpartisan organization. But 
we believe that you as a Right to Work supporter are entilled to know which mdidates will support Ihe right of every 
Bunaim to e ~ m  a living - without having to pay union bosses for the privilege. 



I US. Senate 
0ussUarnrI: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  - - _ - - - _ _ _  I Wayne Owens-D 

(8bl) 486-1992 
Robert Bennett-R Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y  
(801) 521-9534 

U.S. House Qf R%pr%S%ntaliW%S 
Ouoatlons#: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  

D b e r l C - t  1 
James Hansen-R Y Y Y Y Y Y Y - Y  
(801) 458-5218 

- - y  - - - - - -  Ron Halt-D 
(801) 544-0963 

D b t r h t  2 
Karen Shepherd-D - - - - - - - - -  
(8011 532-5241 
Enid Greene-R Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y  
(801) s21-zeoa 

D l D t d n t  3 
B i l l  Orton-D - - - - - - - - -  
(801) 226-1112 
Richard Harrinaton-R Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y 
(801) 324-6102- 

UT 

Key: 
Y =Yes 
Pi =No - =NoRespons@ 

1. Do you believe an employee who does not want the "services" 
of a lalwr mion should have the right to refuse to accept that 
union as his exclusive rcpenlative. which federal law now 
folu-§ him to accept? 

2. Will you support repeal of the provisions in federal Jaws which 
authorize compulsory unionism? 

3. Do you favor preservation of Section 14@) of the Taft-Hadey 
Act, which authorizes state Right to Work laws? 

4. Would you support legislation to end the special immunity 
union officials presently enjoy from prosecution under the 
federal antiextonion statute? 

5. Will you oppose the forced unionization of federal, state, 
county and municipal employees? 

6. Will you support amendments to the Federal Election 
Campaign Act to prohibit the use of compulsory union dues 
and fees for political causes and candidates opposed by union 
membexs? 

7. Will you oppose so-called "anti-double beasping" legislation 
h t  has, as its primary goal. to forcibly unionize employee3 of 
conswuction companies? 

8. Will you oppose legislation to weaken or destroy the Hatch 
Act. which protects federal employees from union political 
m i o n ?  

9. Will you oppose legislation that would punish or require thc 
firing of employees who ckws to work during a strike. and 
give union officials the power to shut down businesses that 
refuse to force their employees to pay union dues? 

I 
Note: The National Right to Work Committee, of course. e n d o w  no candidates. We are a nonparlisapl organization. But 

we believe that you as a Right to Work supporter are entided to h o w  which candidates will support the right of every 
American to earn a living - without having to pay union bosses for the privilege. 



BACKGROSNDEW 
The information below is helpful in explaining the 

questions on the rrverse side of this form. 

1. A union, under present federal laws, is empowered to 
represent and bind all employees in a company’s bargaining 
unit - including employees who oppose the union and don’t 
want its “services.” 

This monopoly bargaining power, generally described as 
“exclusive bargaining rights:‘ deprives employees of their right 
to bargain for themselves. Union ofticids fought for this power 
and refuse to give it up: yet they complain they are “unfairly 
burdened by the legal obligation” to represent nonmembers. 

Such complaints are intended to pave the way for compelling 
fmc ia l  support from so-called “free riders” for representation 
they do not want. 

The f ~ n g  of workers who refuse to pay union dues and/or 
fees is explicitly sanctioned by both the National Labor 
Reldons Act and the National Railway Labor Act 

Section 7 of the NLRA, for example, stipulates that 
employees shall have ‘‘the right to refrain“ from participating in 
union activities “except to the extent that such right may be 
affected by an agreement requiring membership in a labor 
organization as a condition of empIoyrnent” 

The problem of compulsory unionism was created by 
Congress. It will not be solved until Congress repeals the 
existing federal authorizations of compulsory unionism. 

In 21 states. wage earners - except those covered by the 
National Railway Labor Act - are shielded from compulsory 
unionism by Right to Work laws. 

The Florida guarantee is typical of these laws, saying, ‘The 
right of persons to work shall not be denied or abridged on 
account of membership or nonmembership in any labor union or 
labor organization.” 

The authority of states to adopt and enforce such laws is 
reaffied by Section 140) of the Taft-Hartley amendments to 
the National Labor Relations Act. 

Extortion, as a technique, is extremely useful to union 
officials in obtaining such demands as compulsory union shops, 
“agency* shops, compulsory hiring halls and irrevocable dues 
chedt-off clauses. 

While most criminal law is administered at the state and local 
level, some criminal activities (including extortion). which 
obsmct interstate commerce. have been deemed by Congress to 
be so i r n p n a n t  that they should be covered by federal statutes. 

As the federal law currently stands, union officials have 
unique special immunities from prosecution for thrwkning to 
commit or committing felonies - such as murder, 
manslaughter. maiming, arson, aggravated property desmction, 
explosives or firearms offenses, etc. - to obtain collective 
bargaining demands. 

For the past several years. Congress has been confronted by 
bills designed to authorize the forced unionization of public 
employees at various levels of government. 

Several of these propods are aimed at state, county and 
municipal employees and would nullify existing state laws 
which shield public employees from union coercion. 

Other bills would strip postal workers and other federal 
employees of the freedom of choice guaranteed by the Postal 
Reorganization Act of 1970 and executive orders dating back to 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

the administration of President John F. Kennedy. 
l abor  unions are the only private organization in the U.S. 

which can legally force individuals to pay dues into their 
rreasuries. 

The Federal Election Campaign Act (FECA) prohibits union 
officials from giving any of these dues dollars directly to a 
candidate for federal office. 

At the same time. FECA permits union officials to we 
workers’ compulsory dues dollars for “in-kind” political 
spending on goods and services & e l m  candidates for federal 
offices. 

These “in-kind” expenditures are in addition to union PAC 
contributions; they are seldom - if ever - documented or 
r e p o d  to the Federal Election Commission. 

No official statistics for total union “in-kind” expen,ditures 
are available. But Labor columnist Victor Riesel estimalzd that 
this so-called “soft money” amounted to 10 times more than 
what union PACs gave in cash contributions. Based on that 
yardstick, union “soft money” in 1990 exceeded $350 mi!lion. 

In recent years, legislation has been in~&uced in Congress 
to automatically impose union representation upon workers of 
nonunionized companies which have even the slightest 
economic links to unionized companies. 

Even though the nonunionized and the unionized companies 
each perform separate and distinct work, the compulsory union 
contract would be automatically imposed upon the nonmion 
workers, without even the show of an election conducted by the 
National Labor Relations Board to determine worker s u p p n  

The “anti-double breasting” legislation would also encourage 
Common Situs picketing by permitting union organizers to use 
a dispute with a sirig!t subcontractor as an excuse to picket and 
shut down all the other subcontractors at a job site. 

Legislation has been introduced repeatedly in Congress to 
loosen the 50.year-old Hatch Act’s restrictions against partisan 
political activity by federal employees. 

Federal union officials now wield monopoly bargaining 
pwer over federal employees. which makes union officials the 
sole conduit for civil servants in collective bargaining and 
grievance situations. 

Cuerent proposals to weaken the Hatch Act lack explicit 
prohibitions against the use of monopoly bargaining power to 
coerce civil servants into supporting federal union officials’ 
political agenda. 

Legislation has been introduced in Congress that would 
prevent employers from hiring permanent replacernenlr wofsrs 
during a strike. 

m e  bill’s provisions would also penalize workers who 
choose not to strike by giving preferential. post-saike hiring 
privi!eges to strikers. 

Since an employer is unlikely to find employees who will 
work during a violent strike under these conditions. employes 
would be forced to cave in to every demand by union officials - including the demand that workers who refuse to pay union 
dues be fued. 



BACKGROUNDER 
The information below is helpful in explaining the 

questions on the r e v a x  side of his form. 

A union, under present federal laws. is empowered to 
epresent and bind all employees in a company's bargaining 
nit - including employees who oppose the union and don't 
vant its "services." 

This monopoly bargaining power, generally described as 
'exclusive bargaining rights." deprives employees of their right 
o bargain for themselves. Union officials fought for this power 
md refuse to give it up; yet they complain they are "unfairly 
iurdened by the legal obligation" to represent nonmembers. 

Such complaints are intended to pave the way for compelling 
inancial support from so-called "free riders" for representation 

!%e fmng of workers who refuse to pay union dues and/or 
e<s.fis explicitly sanctioned by both the National Labor 
telakims Act and the National Railway Labor ACL 

;Section 7 of the NLRA, for example, stipulates that 
:mpbyees shall have "the right to refrain" fmm participating in 
UI' n activities "except to the extent that such right may be 

~ r p i i o n  as a condition of employment." 
;The problem of compulsory unionism was created by 

:ongress. It will not be solved until Congress repeals the 
xi@ng federal authorizations of compulsory unionism. 

;%I 21 states. wage earners - except those covered by the 
4ational Railway Labor Act - are shielded from compulsory 
utgpiism by Right to Work laws. 

:pe  Florida guarantee is typical of these laws, saying, 'The 
ighf of persons to work shall not be denied or abridged on 
m u n t  of membership or nonmembership in any labor union or 

The authority of states to adopt and enforce such laws is 
eafilrmed by Section 14@) of the Taft-HartIey amendments to 
he National Labor Relations Act. 

Extortion. as a technique, is extremely useful to union 
'fficials in obtaining such demands as compulsory union shops, 
agency" shops. compulsory hiring halls and irrevocable dues 

While most Criminal law is administered at the state and local 
:vel, some criminal activities (including extortion). which 
bsuuct interstate commerce, have been deemed by Congress to 
e so important that they should be covered by federal statutes. 
As the federal law currently stands, union officials have 

nique special immunities from prosecution for threatening to 
ommii or committing felonies - such as murder, 
lanslaughter. maiming. arson, aggravated property destruction, 
xplosives or firearms offenses, etc. - to obtain collective 
axgaining demands. 

For the past several years, Congress has been confronted by 
ills designed to authorize the forced unionization of public 
nployees at various levels of government. 

Several of these proposals are aimed at state, county and 
,unicipal employees and would nullify existing state laws 
hich shield public employees from union coercion. 

Other bills would strip postal workers and other federal 
nployea of the freedom of choice guaranteed by the Postal 
eorganization Act of 1970 and executive orders dating back to 

hey do not want. 

d i"- Sted  by an agreement requiring membership in a labor 
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31poT org3ni&on." 

he-off  clause^. 

the adminismion of President John F. Kennedy. 
Labor unions are the only private organizalion in the U.S. 

which can legzlly force individuals to pay dues into their 
treasuries. 

The Federal Election Campaign Act (FECA) prohibits union 
officials from giving any of these dues dollars directly to a 
candidate for federal office. 

At the same time. FECA permits union officials to use 
workers' compulsory dues dollars for "in-kind" political 
spending on goods and services to elect candidates foe federal . 
offices. 

These "in-kind" expenditures are in addition to union PAC 
contributions; they are seldom - if ever - documented or 
reported to the Federal Election Commission. 

No official statistics For total union "in-kind" expenditures 
are available. But Labor columnist Victor Riesel estimated that 
this so-called "soft money" mounted to 10 times more lhan 
what union PACs gave in cash contributions. Based on that 
yardstick, union "soft money'' in 1990 exceeded $350 million. 

In recent years. legislation has been introduced in Congress 
to automatically impose union representation upon workers of 
nonunionized companies which have even the slightest 
economic links to unionizpx! companies. 

Even though th nonunionized and the unionized companies 
each perform separate and distinct work. the compulsory union 
contract would be automatically imposed upon the nonunion 
workers, without even the show of an election conducted by the 
National Labor Relations Board tn determine worter support. 

The "anti-double breasting" legislation would also encourage 
Common Situs picketing by permitting union organizers to use 
a dispute with a single subcontractor as an excuse to picket and 
shu: down all the other subntractom at a job site. 

Legislation has been introduced repeatedly in Congress to 
loosen the 50-year-old Hatch Act's resmctions against partisan 
political activity by federal employees. 

Federal union officiak now wield monopoly bargaining 
power over federal employees. whicb makes union offcials the 
sole conduit for civil servants in collective bargaining and 
grievance situations. 

Current proposals to weaken the Hatch Act lack explicit 
prohibitions against the use of monopoly bargaining power to 
coerce civil servants into supporting federal union officials' 
political agenda. 

Legislation has been introduced in Congress that would 
prevent employers from hiring yerrnanent replacement workers 
during a strike. 

The bill's provisions would also penalize workers who 
choose not 60 strike by giving preferential, post-strike hiring 
privileges to strikers. 

Since an employer is unlikely to find employees zho will 
work during a violent strike under these conditions, employers 
would be forced to cave in to every demand by union officials 
- including the demand that workers who refuse to pay union 
dues be fued. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 



US. Senate 
QuesUonsI: 123456788 - - - - - - - - -  Wayne Owens-D 

(8011 486-1992 
Robert B3Mett-R Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y  
(801) 521-9534 

us. House d Rspre*ar&ttiwes 
Queationslf: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  

ntetrM 1 
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1801) 451-5218 

Ron Halt-D - - y  - - - - - -  
(801) 544-0963 

D i e t t i n e  2 
Karen Shepherd-D 
1801) 532-5241 
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Enid Greene-R Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y  
1801) 521-2808 

D-iat 3 
Bill Orton-D 
(801) 226-1112 
Richard Harrington-A Y Y Y Y Y  Y Y Y Y  
1801) 324-6102 

- - - - - - - - -  

UT 

Key: 
Y =Yes 
N =No 

Survey Questions 

1. Do you believe an employee who does not want the “services” 
of a labor union should have the right to refuse to mat that 
union as his exclusive representative, which federal law now 
foras him to accept? 

2. Will you support repel of the provisions in federal laws which 
authorize compulsoay unionism? 

3. Do you favor preservation of Section 14(b) of the Taft-Wey 
Act. which authorizes state Right to Work laws? 

4. Would you support legislation to end the special immunity 
union officials presently enjoy from prosecution under the 
Federal antiextortion StetUte? 

5. Will you oppose the forced unionization of Federal, state. 
county and municipal employees? 

6. Will you support amendments to the Federal Election 
Campaign Act to prohibit the use of compulsory union dues 
and fees for political causes and candidates opposed by union 
members? 

7. Will you oppose so-called “antidouble breasting” legislation 
lhat has. as its primary goal, to forcibly unionize employees of 
consmction companies? 

8. Will you oppose legidation to weaken or destroy the Ha!& 
Act, which protects federal employees from union political 
coercion? 

9. Will you oppose legislation that would punish or quire thc 
firing of m p l ~ y e e ~  who chmse to work during a saile, and 
give union officials the powee to Shi i  down businesses that 
refuse to Force ?heir employees to pay union dues? 

Note: The National Right to Work Committee, of course. endorses no candidas. We are a nonpanisan organization. But 
we believe that you as a Right to Work supporter are entitled to know which candidates will suppon the right of every 
American to earn a living - wilhout having to pay union bosses for the privilege. 



CKGRBUFdDEW 
nte below is helphil in explaining the 

questions on the r e v e  side of this form. 

under present federal laws, is empowered to 
bind all employees in a company’s bargaining 

who oppose the union and don’t 

g power, generally described as 
deprives employees of their right 

m was created by 
lved until Congress repeals the 
of compulsory unionism. 

+,In 21 sta~es.  wage earners - except those covered by the 
P&$iod Railway Labor Act - are shielded from compubry 
urnonism by Right to Work laws. 
L.7he Florida guarantee is typical of these laws, saying, ‘The 

$@I of persons to work shall not be denied or abridged on 
account of membership or nonmembership in any labor union or 

The authority of states to adopt and enforce such laws is 
Mumed by Section 14@) of the Taft-Hartley amendments to 
h e  National Labor Relations Act. 

Extortion, as a technique, is extremely useful to union 
officials in oblaining such demands as compulsory union shops. 
“agency“ shops, compulsory h i i g  halls and irrevocable dues 
chedr-off clauses. 

While m t  criminal law is administered at the stab and local 
level, some criminal activities (including extortion), which 
obstruct interstate commerce, have been d m e d  by Congress to 
be so important that they should be covered by federal statutes. 

As the federal law currenrly stands, union officials have 
unique special imwinities from prosecution for threatening to 
commit or committing felonies - such as murder, 
manslaughter, maiming, arson, aggravated property destruction, 
explosives or firearms offenses, etc. - to obtain collective 
bargaining demands. 

For the past several years, Congress has been confronted by 
bills designed to authorize the forced unionization of public 
employees at various levels of government 

Several of these pmposals are aimed at state. county and 
municipal employees and would nullify existing state laws 
which shield public employees from union coercion. 

Other bills would strip postal workers and other federal 
employees of the Freedom of choice guaranteed by thz Postal 
Reorganization Act of I970 and execurive orders dating back to 

labor organization.” 

Ihe administration of President John F. Kennedy. 

Labor unions arc the only private organization in h e  US. 
which can legally force individuals to pay dues into their 
eeasuries. 

The Federal Election Campaign Act (FECA) prohibits union 
officials from giving any of these dues dollars directly to a 
candidate for feded office. 

At the same time, FECA permits union officials to use 
workers’ compulsory dues dollars for “in-kind’’ political 
spending on goods and services to elect candidates for federal 
offices. 

These “in-kind” expenditures are in addition to union PAC 
contributions; they arc seldom - if ever - documented or 
reported to the Federal Election Commission. 

No official statistics for total union “in-kind“ expenditures 
are available. But M r  columnist Victor Riesel estimated that 
this so-called “soft money“ amounted to 10 times more than 
what union PACs gave in cash contributions. Ba%d on that 
yardstick, union “soft money“ in 1990 exceeded $350 million. 

ln recent years. legislation has bem hntroduced in Congress 
to automatically impose union qresentation upon workers of 
nonunionized companies which have even the slightest 
economic links to unionized companies. 

Even though the nonunionized and &e unicrilaed companies 
each perfom separate and distinct wok. the compulsory union 
contract would be automatically imposed upon the nonunion 
workers, without even the show of an election conducted by the 
National Labor Relations Board to determine worker support. 

The “anti-double brasting” legislation would also encourage 
Common Situs picketing by permitling union organizers to use 
a dispute with a single subconbacm as an excuss to picket and 
shut down all the other subconhractors at ajob site. 

Legislation has been inwdueed repeatedly in Congress to 
loosen the SO-year-old Hatch Act’s resmctions against partisan 
political activity by federal employees. 

Federal union officials now wield monopoly bargaining 
power over federal employees. which makes union officials the 
sole cosduit for civil servants in collective bargaining and 
grievance situations. 

Cunent proposals to weaken the Hatch Act lack explicit 
prohibitions against t i e  use of monopoly bargaining power to 
coerce civil servants into supporting federal union officials’ 
political agenda. 

Legislation has been introduced in Congress that would 
prevent employers horn hiring permanent replacement workers 
during a sailre. 

The bill’s provisions would also penalize workcis who 
choose not to strike by giving preferential, post-strike hiring 
privileges 10 shfkers. 

Since an employer is unlikely to find employees who will 
work during a violent snike under these conditions, employers 
would be forced to cave in to every demand by union officials - including the demand that workers who refuse to pay union 
dues be f i .  

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 



U.S. Senate 
aueoUonsII: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  - - - - - - - - -  Wayne Owens-0 

(801) 486-1992 
Robert Bennett-R Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y  
(801)  523-9534 

US. House of Rsprescenbtives 
CtuesUona1: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  

D W % &  1 
James Hansen-R Y Y Y Y Y  Y Y - Y  
(801) 451-5218 

- - y  - - - _ _ _  Ron Holt-D 
(8011 544-0963 

D W h t  2 

1801) 532-5241 
Enid Greene-R Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y  
(801) 521-2808 

D - M  3 
Bill Oeon-0 

Karen Shepherd4  - - - - - - - - -  

_ _ - _ _ - _ _ _  
(8011 226-1112 

(801) 324-6102 
Richard Harrington-R Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y 

UT 

1. Do you believe an employee who does not want the "&ces" 
of a labor union should have the right to refuse 60 accept hat 
union as his exciusive representative, which federal law now 
forces him Lo accept? 

2 Will you support repeal of the provisions in federal laws which 
authorize mmpulsay unionism? 

3. Do you favor presehvation of Section 14@) of the Taft-Hartley 
Act, which authorizes state Right to Work laws? 

4. Would you support legislation to end the special immunity 
union officials presently enjoy from prosecution under the 
fedeml anti-extorzim statute? 

5. Will you oppose the forced unionization of federal, state, 
county and municipal employees? 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

Will you support amendments to the Federal Election 
Campaign Act to prohibit the use of comydsory union dues 
and fees for political causes and candidates o p d  by union 
membexs? 
Will you oppsc so-called "mti-double breasling" legislation 
that has. as its primary goal. to forribly Unionize employees of 
construction companies? 

Will you oppose legislath to weaken or destroy the Hatch 
Act, which protects federal employees from union political 
coercion? 

Will you oppose legislation that would punish or require the 
firing of employees who c h m  to work during a spike, and 
give union officials !he power D shut down businesses &ai 
refuse to force !heir employees to pay union dues? 

Mote: The National Right 10 Work Coinmiuee. of course, endorses no candidates. We are a nonpartisan o:ganization. But 
we believe that you as a Right to Work supporter are entitled to know which candidates will support the right of every 
American to earn a living - without having to pay union bosses for the privilege. 
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(3031 224-976’7 
Wayne Allard-R Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y  
1303) 226-2226 

matrm I 
Charles Orioa-D 
(303) 798-3236 
Joel Hoe1ey-H Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y  
(3031 333 0044 

- - - - - - - - -  

1. h you k l b v c  an cmptoycc who c k s  not want t b  “senisas” 
of B labor union should hove thc right io rcfuw v, ncccpt L t  
tininn ar hir orclitsive mprt=smtntivc, which fmlcnl lnv nnv 
l o w  him (0 xccpt? 

2. Will you suppsrt npi  of the provisions in federal laws which 
uudwilrewiriyuly uriiuitiutir? 

3. Do you favor prewvnntinn of Sectinn 1O(h) of thc T&-H#ll~y 
Act, which audroriLcs J(UL Riglit (u Wuih laws? 

4. Would you support legislation to cnd thc spccial immunity 
union officials presently enjoy from prosecution under ihs 
federal anticxtortion stacucc? 

5. Will you oppose the forced unionizolion of fcdcral. sbtc, 
Cdunly Wd murucipal employees? 

Note: Th., National Right to Work Cornmittce, of course, endorses no candidam. We are B nanpaniw org;ulimlbn. Bur 
we klieve that you BS a Right M Work supporter am entitlcd 10 know which cmdidntes will support tlx right olcvuy 
h d C M  10 cam Q living -withnut having to pay union tmscs foe tho pnvilcge. 
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u.9. senats 
QuosUmr# 0 2 3 4 5 8 ? 8 9  

Richard Stblltngs-1) - - - - * - - - 
(2C81 336-1992 
Dlrk Kompehorno-H Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y 
(208) 336-0092 

1. Do you believe an employee who docs not want tht "services" 
of a labor union ahodd have the righe to refuse to accept that 
unlon as his exclwive representative, which lahl law now 
f m  him to mepM mumbas? 

2. Will yw suppoa 1-1 of &e provisions in fdcnl laws which 
nohorle compulsory unionism? 

3. Do you favor preservation of Section 14@) of the Tiatt.H3Jtley 
Act, which a u l o t i w  sbte Right u) Work laws? 

4. Would you support legisidtion to end the spccial immunity 

6. Will you support amendments to the Federal Election 
Campaign Act to prohibit the use of compulsory union dues 
and fws for political causes and canddates opposed by union 

7. 'Will YOU oppose ~ - ~ a I l d  "anti-double baasting" Iegislatiun 
I l i a  Iltrr, ~LY irr prbiiuly g d ,  tu furcibly uliiulibe cnoyluyws of 
consmction companies? 

8. Will you oppose legi.slation to wcakcn of dcsmy tho Hatch 
Act, which protects f&mI C ~ ~ ~ O ~ C C S  from union political 
c m i o n ?  

union officials presenily enjoy from proscfurion under the 
federal anlienmion sbturc? 

5 .  Will you opposa tho forccd unionization of federal, $tate, 

9. Will you oppose legislation that would punish or require the 
firin8 of employees who choose lo work during a aeike, and 
eive union officials the power to shut down businesses that 

county and municipal emptoyccs? &fuse 10 forcc heir crnployccs to pay union due!!? 

Note: The National Right to Wwk Commitm, of course, endorses no candidates. We are a nonpartisan organization. But 
we believe that you ps a Right to Work supgorlsr arc CnliUal to know which candi&tes will s~ipor t  1 k  right of every 
American to earn a living -without having to p ~ y  union bosscs for the privilege. 
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NC 
c G A 

David Price-D 
VLcky Goudie-R 

nsscrioc 3 
%?phon Neal-D 
Illchard Burr-R 

Obtmia 6 
Robin Hood-U 
J. iloword Cobla-R 

ndaGriae 'I 
Chsrllo Rose-D 
Robert Andsrson-R 

S#Atxkt 8 
W. G .  H0FnltK-O 
Coy Privetto-R 

D i a t r i u t  9 

J. A!ex . W l l a n - R  
Kory Blake-D 

Y Y Y Y Y Y Y N Y  
Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y  

Y Y Y Y Y Y Y - Y  
Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y  

Quesuonsr: 1 2 3 4 5 8 7 8 9  

Y Y Y 1 Y Y Y Y Y 

Di.e*Aet 10 
RAn Uolll-D 
'P. Cdss Ballenqo~-R 

O W -  I1 
~ o h n  Stevens-0 
Charles Taylor-R Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y  

DintlrLOC I2 
Xelvin Wxt-0 
Barbara Gore 
wmhlngton-R 

_..-.__--_ 

-- . . - -_- - -  
- - - - - - - - _  

1. 

2 

3. 

4. 

5. 

Do you beliave an employee who does not want che "Servircs" 
of a kbr union should have the right to refuse to accept that 
union (LO his urclusivo repmentalivo, which federal (aw now 
roloes him to accept? mernbcrs? 
wju y m  suaport rqKal of fie provisions in f&.ml law3 which 
authorize compulsaay unionism? 
Do yw fawx pcescfvation of Secrion 14@) of Ihc T a h - W c y  
Act, which nulhclrlzes slsta Right to Wok laws? 
Would you SUDPOn leaiskcion to end lhc special immunity 

6. Will you support amendments to the Federal Election 
Campaign Act to prohibit the use of C O I I I ~ M ~ S O ~ ~  union dues 
and fees for political cmsca and mdidates opposed by union 

Will yOu oppose so-calkd "anti-double briSShg" ICgkhtiOrS 
that has, as ik? pdrnsry goal, eo forcibly mionizc cmployecs of 
construction cornpanica? 

8. Will you oppose lgislation to wealten or destroy h Hatch 
Act, which pro!cc@ federal employees from union political 
coercion? 

7. 

.-_~_ 

9. Will yw opgoso legidation iJ~ahat would punish or require thc 
fdng of employees who choose to work during 8 suike, and 
aivc union officials the Dower to shut down businesses that 

union officials prcsenlly enjoy from prosc&ion under thi  
federal anti-exkmion statute? 

Will YOU opmse the forced unionization of federal. state. 
county and municipai employees? &us to force their crnpliyees 10 pay union dues? 

Note: The National Right to Work Committee, of coursc. e n d o w  no wd&m. We arc a nonpanisian organhalion. Brat 
we believe Ut86 you w 8 Right lo Work supponer w entillad lo know which cmndiLtcs will suppart the right of every 
Amrim to earn a living - without having to pay union bms for the privilcgo. 

mlaN : 01 



QuwtlonsrY: 1 2 3 4 6 8 1 8 9  
Harry Reid-!I -------..- 
(702) 590-1992 
ucmdr Oahl-H Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y  
(702) 737-8000 

US. House of ~ e ~ p ~ ~ e ~ ~ a ~ i ~ e ~  
Questlens@: 1 2 3 4 6 6 7 8 9  

P e w  Sferraz'Ld-0 
(702) 324-7383 
Barbara 
Vucanovlch-R 

1. Do you bclicvc an cmployco who clots not want the "ssnicgs" 
of a labor union should have the rlghr to refuse to accept lhar 
unim as his c*clusivc rcprcscnt8tivc. which falcd law now 

6. Will you support amendmcnts to thc Fedcrail Election 
Campaign Act to prohiblt the use of compulsory union dues 
and fw fop political causes ,md canldntntes opposed by union 

F o r m  him to accept? lWJlIberS? 

authorize cornouIsoIv unionism? 
2. Will you support repenl of fie pmvkions in f&d jaws which 7. %'ill YOU O p p  WCdd "Wlli-dUUblU b1Wbig" kf$S!LiikJll 

that krrs. 85 it3 primary goal, to forcibly unionize employees of 
con.¶ouction eompnies? 

8. Will you opposc legislation to w d c n  or Q c s u ~ y  l e  Hatch 
Acl. which protect8 federal employens from union @?EdcaI 
coalon?  

3. Do f l u  favar preservation of Section 14(b) of the T a f t - M y  
Act which auth& st iw Right (0 Work laws? 

4. Would you support logislation 10 cnd tho spccial immunily 
union officials p m n t l y  enjoy from prosecution under the 
federal anli-&xm* statute? 9. Will you opposo lcgishdon that would punish or require the 

&inn of cmolo~w who choose to work durlna a wike. and 
5. Will you oppm the farced unionization of federal, state, 

county and municipnl employees? 
giveunion offici& thc power to shue down hsinwses that 
duse to force their employees to pay union dues? 

Note: The N a t i d  Right to Work Commitwe, of corn, cndarscs no candidates. We are ZD nonpcutisan organimion. But 
wo believe that you as a Right ta Work supporter am enrlrlcd LO know which cmdiddteu will support the right of eveq 
A d c a n  60 618m a living - without having to pay union bow$ for chc privilege. 
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SC 

QueatlonaI: 1 2 3 4 6 8 7 8 9  
DwcrLat 2 
t'loyd Spenm-II Y Y Y Y Y Y Y - Y  
(803) 254-5120 

nbtrM; 3 
JnmneJ Bland-K Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y  
(EO31 641-1408 
Rutler Earrick-D Y Y Y - Y N Y - Y  
1803) 225-5301 

--. .------ D W & &  I 
Liz Pdtter300-0 
(8031 582-3650 
UOb Ifiglis-H 
(803) 242-6440 

Y Y Y Y  Y Y Y Y Y 

(8031 k?'/-1114 
Wiltlam Hornc-R Y Y Y Y Y - Y Y Y  

Keg: 
Y -Yes 
N =No - -NoRcsgoslrw 

1.  Do you believe an employee whocloes no& want Ihc "scrviccs" 
of a labor union shwld hove cho right to refuse to accept that 
onim as his exclusive representative, which federal law now 

2, Will you suppon @ of& prov~lon~ In f&eml laws whkh 
authorize compulsory unionism? 

3. Do you fawr pnstmation of Scclion M(b) of lhe Taft-Hartley 
Act, whlrh alaaurlzes :w Right tu Work laws? 

4. Would you support legislation to end ths sgccial immunity 

6. Will you support amendments to the Federal Election 
Campaign Act lo jxohibit the use of compulsory Union d u u  
grid fccs Cot political caww and candihtcs o m  by union 

7. will YOU opposo W d k d  "anti-double brcasting" Icgistalion 
that has. 8s im primary goal, to forcibly unionize employees uf 
e~nstastion companies? 

8. Will you oppose legislation to weaken or &troy the Hatch 
Act, which protects federal employees froE wion pollticel 
cacrcion? 

form him LO accept? mefnbets? 

firing of smgloyces who choose IO work during a sdkt, md 
give union officials the power to shut down businesses ihoi 
*fuse to force their employees to pay union dues? 

5. Will you oppose the forced unionizntion of federal, stale. 
county and municipal employm? 

Mote: The National Right to Work Commitkc, of cow, endow% no csurdjw. Wc arc 8 nonpartisan orgmimlion. But 
we Mieve rhet you 89 a Right to Work supporter are entitled U, know which candidates will support Ihc righb of cvery 
American to casn a living - without having to pay union bosscs for tho privllcgo. 



R o b n  Bennett-R Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y  
(eon ~21-9~34 

UT 

- =NoResgonse 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

Do you Mkvc an crnploycc who does nut want h " ~ i c ~ "  
of a tzbr union should have the right LO rcfw U) wcpr that 
union a$ his cxctusive sepmnrarive, whlch federal law now 
forces him to accepl? members? 

WU sqpn @ of fit prwisions in f&nl kws which 
authorize compulsory unionism? 
DJ yW favor prCWatiOn Of S~UiQn14@) of the Tdt-HWIfCy 
Act, which ruthorlta s$to Right u) Work laws? 

Woutd you support logislation to end the special Immunity 
union offlciails presently enjoy Ieom prosecution under the 
federal anti+xurrtion statute? 
Will you oppose the Foecd unionization of FcJcrsl. state, 
county and municipal employees? 

6. Will you support amendments to thc  Fcdcral Election 
CamMgn Act to prohibit b e  use of compulsory union ducs 
curd fw fot political causes and candidates opposed by union 

will YOU O p p W  SO-dlCd "anri-double beensting" legishlior~ 
that b 9 ,  as its primary goal, to forcibly unionkc ernployces of 
construction companies? 

8. Will you oppvosa legislation lo w&cn or destroy IRe Raich 
Act. which protects federal cmployces from union plirical 
coercion'? 

9. Will you oppose legislation that would punish or nquh thc 
firing of cmpbyca who choose to work d d n g  a &kc. and 
give union officials (hc powcr IO shur down buainesm (hit 
rafw tr, Fonc (heir crnploye~s to pay union ducs? 

7. 

Nda: Thc. Nslianel Right to Work Committee, of c o w ,  cluloncs no candidates. Wc arc a nungirtisan organizarion. Bui 
we believe Ihat you 89 a Right to Work supporter an cntidcd to know which candidass will support the right of every 
A ~ C M  to cclm a living - without hnving 10 pay union bosses for the privilege. 
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The infolotmadon below is helpful in explaining Ihc 

que~rionr on the eeverse side of this form. 

1. 

& 

.~ 
.. . .. 

.~ .. . 

.. . .  . .  . .  . .  

3. 

A union, under prescnt fcdcral laws, is cmpowcrcd to 
feprcscnl and bind all employees in a company's bRrgaining 
unit - including cmployw who oppose the csion and don't 
want i@"mices." 

This monopoly bargaining powcr, gcncrally dcscribcd iu 
"exclusive betgaining rights:' &privea cmployecs of their right 
to bwgain for thcmsc!ves. Union officials fought for this power 
and refuse to give it up; yet they complain thcy arc "unfairly 
burdened by the legd obligation" lo rcprcscnt nonmembers. 

Such complaints am intended to pave b e  way for compelling 
financial support from so.calk4 "frcc ridcrs" for rcpresenbtion 
h y  do not want. 

The fiing of workcn who rcfw to pay union dues and/or 
fccs is explicitly sanctioned by both the National Labor 
Relations Act and h e  National Railway L a b  AcL 

Section 7 of the NLRA. for cxamplc. stipulatcs that 
cmployw shall have "the right to refrain" from panicipating in 
union activities "except to thc cxtcnt that such right may be 
affected by an agrccmcnt rcquiring rncmbcrship in a labor 
organizatim as B condition of employment." 

The problem of compulsory unionism was created by 
Congtcss. 16 will not be solved until Congress repeals thc 
existing federal authorizations of compulsory unionism. 

In 21 states, wage earners - except thosa: covcrcd by the 
National Railway Labor Act - we shicldcd from compulsory 
unionkm by Right to Work laws. 

The Florida ~WKUII~X is typical of these laws, saying, 'Thc 
right of persons to work shall not be denicd or abridgcd on 
account of membership QC nonmcmbcnhip in any labor union or 
l a t a  orgadiatlon." 

Thc authority of states to adopt and enforce such laws is 
reaffumsd by Section I&@) of the Taft-Harclcy amendments to 
the National Labor Relations Act. 

Extordon, as a tcchnique, is extremely useful to union 
offickls in obtaining such demands 89 compulsory union shops, 
"agency" shops, compulsory hiring halls and hevocablo ducs 
check-off clauses. 

While most criminal law is administered at Lhe state and ImaI 
lovcl. some criminal activities (IncludinR extorlion), which 
o b m t  interstale cmmerce, haw bccn dccmd by Conprws m 
be 90 important that &cy should be covered by federal. statutes. 

A8 the federal law currendy stands, union officials have 
unique special immunities from prosecution for threatening 10 
commit or committing felonies - such as murdcr, 
manslaughter, maiming, arson, aggravakd proparty dcsmction, 
CllplOSiVeS or firmurns offenses, etc, - to obtain collective 
bmgaining &man&. 

For lhe past sewal y e w ,  Congress ha9 b n  conkonid by 
bills designed to aulhodze the forced unionization of public 
employees at variou9 levels of government. 

Scvcd of these pmposnls are aimcd at state, county and 
municipal employees and would nullify existing statc laws 
which shield public employees from union caecion. 

Othcf bills would strip postal workcrs and other federal 
employees of the freedom of choice guaranteed by thc Poskil 
Re-orxmization AcL of 1970 and executive orders dating back tn 
8E'd Wd8b:ZI Z661 '65 130 

the adminisuadon of Prcsidcnt John F. Kennedy. 
Iabor unions are the oiily privau: organh~on in the US. 

which can lcgally force individuals IO pay ducs into lhcir 
treasuriw. 

The Federal Elcclioti Campaign Act (FECA) prohibits union 
officials from giving any of lhssc ducs dollars directly lo a 
candidate. for federal officc. 

At the same time. ITCA permits union officials 60 usc 
workcrs' compulsory dues dollars for "in-kind" political 
swnding on goods and services KI elect cdidates for fCtlWd\ 
0ff-lccs. 

"XC "in-kind expenditures arc in adclitio:: Lo union PAC 
contfibutiony; thcy are seldom - if ever - docunicntctl or 
rcpartcd to Ihc Fcdcmi Election Commission. 

No olficbl sbtiytics fop total union "in-kind" expcnditurcs 
MC available. But Labor columnist Vicmr Riesel estimated that 
this so-callcd "soCt rnoncy" amounted to 10 times morc than 
what union PACs gave in cash contribuaions. Based on that 
yardstick, union "soft moncy" in 1990 exceeded $350 million. 

In recent years, Icgislation has been introduced in Congrcsq 
to nulomatically imp0.s union represenration upon workcir of 
nonunionized companies which have even the slightest 
economic links b unionized companies. 

Even though ibc nonunionized and the unionized campies 
each prform separale and distinct work, the compuisory union 
conua~t would be autotnaiically imposcd upon the nonunion 
workw, wilhout even the show of 31) clccaion &)nducIccl by the 
Nsliod bbor Relations Board 10 detcrminc workcr s~pport. 

Tho "antidouble brasting" kgislation would also cncwroge 
Common Siius pickcling by permitting union organizers to d c  
a dispute with a singlo subcont~ac~r as an excuse to gickct and 
shutdown all thc olhcr subconuxtors at ajob site. 

Lcgishtion has been inuoduccd rcpcatcdly in Congress to 
toom the 50-year-old Hatch Act's rcstriclions agdnst partism 
politicdl activity by fedcral cmploym. 

Federal union officials now wield ~ i i o i i o ~ l y  Bargtriitirrg 
powa o v a  federal employees, which makes union officials the 
3010 conduit for civil $crvsnts in collcctivc bargaining and 
gricvanco situlons. 

Currcnt proposals to weaken thc Hatch Act lack explicit 
prohibitions against the use of monoply bargaining poww to 
coerce civil scrvon~s into supporting fccdcra\ union officials' 
political agenh. 

Legislation has bccn introduced in Congress that would 
prevent employers from hiring permanent mplacemnt workcn 
during JJ $@&e. 

The bill's provisions would also penalize workcrs who 
choose not KI strike by giving preferential, post-strike hiring 
pnVi?CgeS to strikers. 

Since an employer is wllikcly to find employees who will 
work during a violent stpikc undcr these conditions. employcrs 
woufd be forcd to cave in to cvcry dcmmd by union officials - including the demand that workers who fcfusc to m y  union 

6. 

7. 
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Key: 
Y =Yes 
N =No 
" =NoRf?$ponule 

Governor Judd Gregg's actual survey response has s t i l l  not  
Men received by the Committee. However, theae responaes d m  
derived from t h e  survey ha i s  d i s t r i b u t i n g  t o  New Hsmpehire 
Right to Work Supporters  and i s  claiming t o  have aent t o  ua. Candidates for Governor on back 
- 

§usvey ~~~S~~~~~ 

I. Do you beliivc BR crnployce who cloes not want the "wices" 
of n labor union .&odd havc IJIC right to rcfuse to accept that 
union as his exclusive rcprcscntaiivc. which ferleri law now 
form him 10 accept? 

L Will you suppart -1 of 010 provislons in fukral laws which 
authorize compulsory unionism? 

I. Do you favor prcscrvadon of Scctiun 14@) of the Tafc-Harllcy 
Act. which auth&f% stam Right u1 Work lows? 

1. Would you support legislation to cnd Ihc special immunity 
union officials pccsently enjoy from prosecution undcr tho 
fwjeral anticxtortlon SWUrC? 

i. Will you opposc tho forccd unionization of federal, smc, 
county and municipal cmpfoyecs? 

6. Will you support amendments LO the Federal Election 
campaign Act to prohibit tho use of compulsory union docs 
md few for political causes and candidates ogpwd by mion 
memkn7 

7. Will you oppw s o 4 l e d  "antidouble baearsting" lcgishtion 
lhet has, 89 im goal, to forcibly unionko cmglsycks of 
construction commnies? 

8. Will YOU oppsa legislation to wcakcn or destroy the Hatch 
Act. which protecur federal employees from union political 
coercion? 

9. Will you oppose kgegisli.xion that would punish or nguirc Ihc 
firing of cmgloyees who choose to work during a strike. and 
givc union officials fhe power (0 shut down businessm that 
m f u s  to force their cmpfoyces to pny union dum? 

Note: Tho National Right to Work Cornmitcrc. of couesc. enclorses no can&daCcs. Wo are u nonwm organization. But 
we belicvc that you as D Right to Wark suppomr arc cntirld to know which @andi&&s will s u p n  the right of cvcry 
American to c8m a living - without having (0 pay union Basses Por the prlvitcgo. 



1.  

2. 

will you support s n a c m t  of  8 6fBtc Right to Work law by lhe Now Hdmpshke Legblamrd 

Will you iuupport tho t o p a l  01 monopoly bargaining pr iv i lqu  mion officials currently hsvo owr p M i c  cmployers? 
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4p Dear XWWOUUUOO(WUWU[: 

I'm writing you a personal lettor today bacmse I'm very 
concerned about how Senator Ernest Hollings will vote on 
compulsory unionism legislation if South CaroPiniane vote him 
another term. 

If Senator Hollings continues to vote to hand aompuleorry 
unionisam powera to Big Labor, South Carolina will suffer. 
w i l l  the entire nat ion .  

Until now, Senator Rolling8 haa voted with the union 
hlsrarchy and aga ins t  Individual freedom for workers and small 
businessee almost every time. 

advocate in the Senate. 

5' 
And so 

Senator Hollings has not exactly been a Right to Work 

Juet recently, he voted to block enforcement of  the 1988 
Supreme Court ban on the u ~ e  of forced d ' a  for politics. 

And In  1990, Mr. Piollinge voted twice to allow government 
union chieftaim to declare open lseason heraasing 2.9 million 
federal. ernployes~ and thousands of U.8. taxpayers to eupport kina 
union political machine by repealing the Hatch A c t .  Big Labor 
came just two votes erky o f  Cot.?Xllinp enough senators to OVerridle 
President Bueh's veto and gut the 53-year-old law. 

Mr. Hollings'e vote in the Senate could put ~ i g  LaboP O Q ~ F  
the top on these and countless other union-boss power grabs. 

Organized Labor i s  within a whleker of total control over 
our fedoral government. If the union political machine aweeps 
South Carolina and just two other senate seats into Big Labor'% 
vote column (and p o s s i b l y  t h e  Whits House BB well), Mr. Hollings 
could cast the key Senate vote to enact the entire union-boes 
political agenda into law. 

He oould vote to destroy South Carolina's cherished Right to 
Work law by abolishing Section 14(b) of the Taft-Hartley Act, 
enact the Puahbutton Strike bill, repeal the Ratch ~ c t ,  and force 
all government employsee to pay union duee to swell Big Labor'e 
political and organizing coffers. 

phone calls, letter8 and poetcardo. Thousands of angry touth 
Carolina citizen8 are urging hiin to support Right to Work. 

That's why I've urged you to inundate, Senator Holllngle with 
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But Senator Holllngs continuee to etonawall. Y Q U ~  prateeta 

Why is Ernest Hollinge ignorinq you and the rest o f  the huge \w 
seem to be falling on deaf ear8. 

majority of South Carolina citizens who oppo~le compuhory 
unionism? 

Union operative8 have stuffed $xxxwwxMx into hie Camp4gnB 
for the Senate. 

And that  cash i s  only the tip of the  iceberg. Union 
political p a s  have probably dumped ten times that into Senator 
Holling'a campaigns in the fora of "eoft money" -- partisan get- 
out-the-vote drives, phone banks, end paid "volunteers. " 

So while Senator Hollinge is refusing to tell Right to Work 
supporters his position on forced unionism, union Zobbyiete know 
he'll vote any way they say. It's a simple (if sleazy) deal. He 
votee their way; they bankroll his campaigns with forced-union 
dues stolen from hnerican WOrkers. 

him to repudiate hie 8upport for forced unioniem. only &aaz 
howls and Bcreams can make Senator HolPinpa renounce h ie  COEY 
relationship with Big Labor. 

dirty pool of taking Big Labor backroom payoffs -- while he 
Btonewalls South Carolina citizens. 

union dues. 

Please call Senator Hollings at (803) 723-0700 and urge 

Tell Senator Hollinga you won't stand for his  pol i t ical .  

and urge him to stop voting to force workasril t o p a y  
Tell him he's not fooling, 

On the other  hand, Mr. Hollinq'e opponent, T o m y  Hartnett, 

Mr. Hartnett hae promised to help af;81? Ted Kennedy'e 

reeponc! to his survey lQO% a Right to Work. 

Pushbutton S t r i k e  blll, fight €or tougher enforcement oE the 
Supreme Court's ban on the uee of forced dues for pol i t i ce ,  
oppoee efforts to require public servaate to pay union dues, slnd 
crack down on s tr ike  violence. 

goons to renounce his Right to Work auppart. 
tell Mr. Hartmtt not to back down. Please call him a t  (803) 
720-8860 and tell him South Carolinians aupport h i@ pledga. 

However, Mr. Hartnett is under intenee pressure from union 
It's v i t a l  that  you 

-Since rely , 

P . S .  Senator Ernest Hollings must feel the heat from concerned 
citfeene like you to etop voting to force worksre to pay 
union dues. NOW, in the face of a tough W.S. Senate battle, 
le when he is moat likely to mend hie Waehington ways. 
Please c a l l  him today. 

~~~~~- 
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,. 
I: ._ r . YB Dear XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX: 

I'm writing you R personal letter today beoauee ~ [ ' m  very 
concerned about how Senator Terry Sanford will vote on compulsory 
unlonlsm l eg i s la t ion  is North Carolinians vote him another term. 

If Senator Sanford continues to vote to hand compulsory 
unloniem powere to Big Labor, North Carolina will suffer. And 00 
w i l l  the entire nation. 

Until now, Senator Sanford hne voted with the union 
hierarchy and against individual freedom for workere and emall 
bueinesees almost every time. 

Terry Sanford is one of B i g  Labor's moat reliable water 
carriers in the Senate. In 1990 and 1992, Senator Sandford voted 
to overturn the 1980 Supreme Court decierion, which forbids 
the use o f  forced dues €or politics. Again and again, Senator 
sandford has voted to force worker8 to pay for political G L ~ U W ~ ? ~  
they don't agree with. 

union chieftains to declare open seaslon on haraeaing 2.9 million 
federal employees and thoueende of U . S .  taxpayere to support the 
union political machine by repeaiing the Hatch Act.  
B i g  Labor came j u s t  two votes t h y  of corralling snough Benatore to 
override President ~u5h'e veto end gut the !5dbyear-oki l a w .  

And in 1990, Mr. Sanford voted twice to allow government 

Mr. Sanford'% vota i n  the Senate could put Big Labor over 
the top on these and countless other union-boas power grabs. 

Organized Labor is within a whisker of total control over 
our federal government. If the union political machine sweeps 
i<orth Caroline end j u s t  two other Senate states into Big h b o r ' s  
vote column (and poseibly the m i t o  House 8 s  well), Mr. SanEord 
could cast the key Senate vote t o  enact the entire union-boss 
political agenda into law. 

He could vote to destroy North Carolina's cherished Right t o  
Work law by abolishing Section 14(b) of the Taft-Hartley Act, 
enact the Pushbutton Strike bill, repeal the Hatch Act, and f O r C Q  
a l l  government employees to pay union dues to awe11 Big Labor's 
political and organizing coffsre. 

That's why I ' v e  urged you to inundate Senator Sanford with 
phone calls, letters and postcerde. Thouaands of angry North 
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Carolina citizens are urging him to support Right to Work. 

But Senator Sanford continues to stonewall. Your protests 
seem to be falling on deaf ears. 

Why ie Terry Sanford ignoring you am3 the rest o f  the huge 
majority of North Carolina citizens who oppose compulsory unionism 

Union operatlvea have stuffed $- into his campaignr 
for the Senate. 

And that cash is only the tip of the iceberg. Union 
political pros have probably dumped ten. times that into Scnator 
Sanford's campaigns in the form of "$oft money" -- partisan get- 
out-the-vote drivert, phone banks, and paid "volunteers .'' 

euppostere h i e  position on forced unionisms union lobbyists know 
he'll vote any way they eay. It's a simple ( i f  s l eazy)  deal. He 
votea their way, they banltro11 hia campaigns with forced union 
dues stolen from American workera. 

him to repudiate his support for forced unionism. Only YPL~L; 
howls and screams can make Senator Sanford renounce his  cozy 
relationship with Big Labor. 

pool o f  taking B i g  t abor  backroom payoffs -- whl1e he atonewalls 
North Carolina citizane. Tell him he'e not fooling , and 
urge him to stop voting to force workers to pay unio 

So while Senator Sanford is refusing to fell Right to Work 

Please call Senator Sanford a t  ( X X X )  XXX-XXXX and urge 

Tell Senator Sanford you won't stand €or his political dirty 

On the other hand, Mr. Sanfprde'e opponent, &such Paircloth, 

Mr. Faircloth has promised to help J&QQ Ted Kennedy's 

respond to his survey 100% fgz: Right to Work. 

Pushbutton Str ike  bill, fight for tougher enforasment o f  the 
Supreme Court's ban on the use o f  forced dues f o r  polit ics ,  
oppose effort6 to require public servants to pay union  due^, 
crack down on etrike violence. 

goons to renounce hi0 Right to Work uupport. 
tall Mr. Faircloth not to back down. Please c a l l  him at (WUC) 
XXX-XXXX and tell him North Carolinians support hie pledge. 

However, Mr. Faircloth is under Intense pressure from union 
It'8 vital that you 

-8incerely, 

Reed Lareon 

P.S. Senator Terry Sanford muet f e e l  the heat from concerned 
citizens like you to atop voting to force workerrr to pay 
union dues. Mow, in the faee of a tough U.8. Senate baetls,  
i c i  when €le ie hat& likely t o  menel h i s  Wwhington ways. 
Please c a l l  him todey. 
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@ 
October M, 1992 

Dear P: 
I'm writing you a gsrslonal letter today because I'm very 

concerned about how Gongraseman Richard Stellings w i l l  vote on 
compulsory-unioniem Legialation if he becornea Idaho' a next W. S 
Senator. 

to hand compulsory-unlonlam powere to Big Labor, Idaho w i l l .  
suffer. And so will the entire nation. 

U r . t i l  now, Congreesman Stalling8 has voted w i t h  the union 
hierarchy and against individual freedom for workera and small 
businesees almost every time. 

As one of Big Labor's most reliable water carriers in the 
U.S. House of Representatives, Congressman Stallings helped pass 
Ted Kennedy's Pushbutton Strike bill (H.R.5 1 5 . 5 5 ) .  The Str ike  
bill failed with only one vote to spare in the Senate. 

government union chieftains to declare open mason on haraming 
2.9 miLlion federal employee8 and thousands of U.B. taXpayetr8 to 
support the union political machine by repealing the Hatoh A c t .  
Big Labor came just two Votes shy of corralling enough senators to 
override President Bush'e veto and g w t  the 53-y%srr-old law. 

Mr. Stalling'e vote in the Senate could put Big slabor over 
the top on these and countleeer other union-boea power graba. 

Organized Labor is within a whisker of total control over 
our federal government. If the urrion political machine awespe 
Idaho and j u s t  two other Senate stbztee into Big Lalaor's vote 
column (and paeslbly the White Xouee 8~ well), Nr. Stallings could 
cast the key Senate vote t o  enact the entire union-boss politfleal 
agenda into law. 

by abolishing Section 14(b) of the Taft-Hartley Act,  enact the 
Pushbutton Strike bill, repeal #et Hatch A c t ,  and force all 
government employees to pay union duea to awelL Big Labor's 
political and organizing coffers. 

with phone calla, letters and poatcarde. Thousands oE angry 
Idaho citizens are urging him to support sight to Work. 

If, as a U.S. Senator, Richard Stalling8 continue@ to vote 

And in 1990, Mr. Stalling8 voted twice in the Bouee to allow 

He could vote to ds8trOy Idaho's bard won Right to Work law 

That's why I've urged you to inundate Congressman Stallings 
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But Congreasman Stallings contbnuerii to stonewall. Pour 69 
p r o t e ~ t s  aeem to be falling on deaf ear8. 

huge majority of Idaho citizens who oppose compulswry unioniam? 

Union operatives have s tuf fed  $- into his campsrlgne 
for the U.S. House and now the Senate. 

And that cash is only the t i p  of the Iceberg. 
political pros have probably clumped ten time@ Chat into 
congreeeman Stallinge's campaigns in the form of "eoft money" -- 
partisan get-out-the-vote drives, phone banks, and full-tlme 
paid 'volunteers". 

So while Congressman Stallinga I s  rsfueing to tell Right to 
Work eupporters his position on forced unionism, union lobbyists 
know he'll vote any way they say, 
arrangement. He votes their way; they bankroll hi6 congreseional 
and Benate campaigns with forced-union due8 etolen from American 
workers. 

Please call Congseseman Stallhags at (303) 837-0565 and 
urge him to repudiate h i s  support f o r  forced unionism. Only y(uar 
howls and screams can make Congressman Stallings renounce his cozy 
relationship with Big Labor. 

dirty pool of taking Big Labor backroom payoffs -- while he 
atonewalls Idaho citizens. Tell, him he's n o t  fooling 
and urge him to stop voting to force workers to pay union dues. 

Why I s  Richard Stallings ignoring you and the rest of the 

Union 

I t ' s  a simple (If sleazy) 

? 

Tell Congressman Stalling8 you won't stand for h i s  political 

On the other hand, M r .  StalPinq'a opponent, Dirk Kempthorne, 

Mr. Kempthorne has promised to help Ted Xennedys s 
Pushbutton Strike bill, fight for tougher enforcement oE the 
Supreme Cuukt'e ban on the U B ~  of faroscE dues for politico, 
oppose e f f o r t a  to require public servants to pay union duee, and 
crack down on s t r i k e  violence. 

respond to hla survey 100% &x Right to Work. 

However, Mr. Kempthorne is under intenae pseesure from union 
It's vital that you goons to renounce his Right to Work support. 

tell M r .  Kempthorne not to back down. Please c a l l  k h  at (XXX) 
XXX-XXXX and tell him the people of Idaho support h i s  pledge. 

,Sincerely, 

.. . 
!i. . ~. 
. .. .. . 
ir: 

.~ 
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P.S. Congreesrnan Richard Stalling8 muet feel  the hsat  from 
concerned c i t izene  like you to stolp voting to force workera to 
pay union dues. Now i s  the time, in the face of a tough U.S. 
Senate battle, when he Pe most likely to mend his Washington 
ways. Please call him today. 

~ ~~- ~~ ~- 
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Dear XMXXXXXXXWWUUUD(: 

concerned about how Congressman Wayne Owene will vote on 
compulsory unionism legislation i€ he becomee Utah's next U.S. 
Senator. 

compulsory unionian powers to B i g  Labor, Utah will auflsr. And 
so will the entire nation. 

hierarchy and against individual freedom for workers and smell 
businesses almoet every time. 

AB one of B i g  Labor'e most reliable water carriers in the  
W.S. House of Representatives, Congreseman Owen8 helped pass Ted 
Kennedy's Pushbutton Strike bill ( H . R . 5  / S . 5 5 ) .  The Str ike  bi l l .  
failed with only one vote to spare in the Senate. 

And i n  1990, Mr. Owens voted twlce in the Houee to allow 
government union chieftains to declare open season on harassing 
2.9 million federal employees and thoulsands of W.S. taxpayers to 
support the union political machine by repealing the Hatch Act. 
Big Labor came just two votes ohy o f  corrsllling enough senatow to 
override President Bueh's veto and gut the 53-yeas-old law. 

Mr. Owens'a vote in the Senate could gut Big Labor over the 
top on these and countless other union-bogs power grabB. 

Organized Labor is within a whioker of total control over 
our federal government. If the union political maohlne sweeps 
Utah and just two other Senate states into Big Labor's vote 
column (and possibly the White Houee as well), Mr. Owens couPd 
cast the key Senate vote to enact the entire union-boss political 
agenda into law. 

by abolishing Section M(b) o f  the Taft-Hartley A c t ,  enact the 
Pushbutton Strlke bill, repeal the Hatch Act ,  and force all 
government: employeee to pay union duesre to erwell big Labor's 
political and organizing coffers. 

phone calls, Letters and postcards. Thoueande, of angry Utah 
ci t izens are urging him to aupport: Right to Work. 

I'm writing YOU a peraonal letter today because I ' m  Very 

If, ae a U.S. Senator, Wayne Owene continues to vote to hand 

Until now, Congreesman Owens ha0 voted wlth the union 

Be could vote to destroy Utah's chcprishhsd Right to Work law 

That't3 why I've urged you t o  inundate, Congreseman Owene w i t h  
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seem to be f a l l i n g  on,deaf ears. \ But Conaressmaa Owens continues to atonewall. Your protastsr 

why is Wayne Owens  ignor ing  you and the  rest of the huge 
majority of U t a h  citizens who oppose compulsory unioni%m’l 

Union operatives have stuffed $- into hia cmpaigXls 
for the Senate. 

And that cash i a  only the tip of the iceberg. 
political pros have probably dumped ten timas that i n t o  
Congressman Owens‘ s canpaigna in the form o f  “soft money” -- 
partisan get-out-the-vote drives, phone banke, and full-time 
paid “volunteers”. 

So while Congressman Owens i a  refusing to tell Right to Work 
supporters h i s  position on forced unionism, union lobbyfate know 
h e ’ l l  vote any way they say. 
arrangement. He votes their  way, they bankroll hie congressional 
and senate campaigns with forced union dues atolen fxom American 
workers. 

him to repudiate his support €or forced unionism. Only 
howls ahd screams can make Congressmen Owenu renounce hie cozy 
relationship with Big Labor. 

Tell Congressman Owens you won‘t atand fo r  hie  political 
dirty pool of taking Big Labor: backroom payoffs -- while he 
stonewalle Utah citizens. Tell him he‘e not fooling m, and 
urge him to stop voting to force workers to gay union dces. 

On the o”;her hand, Mr. Owens opponent, Bob Bennett, W 
respond to his survey 100% Right to Work. 

Mr. Bennet t  has promised to help &&Q& Ted Kennedy‘s 

Supreme Court’s ban on the use of forced dues for p o l i t i c e ,  
oppose e f f a r t e  to require public servants to pay union dues, and 
crack down on strike violence. 

IhiQn 

It’s a simple (if sleazy)  

Please cell Congressman Owens ai: (XXX) XXX-XXXX and urge 

Pushbutton Strike bill, fight for tougher enforcement: of the 

However, Hr. Peanett i s  under intenee pressrure from union 
goons to renounce his Right to Work euppoct. It’s v i ta l  that  yiiii 
t e l l  Mr. Bennett not  to back down. Plearae c a l l  him at (XXX) XXX- 
XXYX and tell him the people of U t a h  support h is  pledge. 

Sincerely,  

P . S .  Congressman Wayne Owena m u s t  feel the heat from concerned 
citizen6 l i k e  you to atop voting to €orce workers to pay 
union dues. Now, i s  the time, in the face of a tough U.S. 
Senate bat t l e ,  when he is most l i k ~ l y  to mend his Waehingtoa 
ways. Pleaee call him today. 



Dear XMXXXXXXXXXXXXW[X: 

I'? writing you a peraonal letter today becaum I'm very 
concerned about how Congressman Ben Nighthorse Cainpbell will vote 
on compuleory-unionism legislation if he becomes Colorcado'e next 
V . S .  Senator. 

I If, as a U . S .  Senator, Ben Campbell continues to vote to 
hand compulsory-unionism powers to Big tabor, Colo~ado will 
suffer. And so will the entire nation. 

hierarchy and against individual freedom for workere and small 
buslneeses almoat every time. 

Ae one o f  Big tabor's most reliable water carriers in the 
U . S .  House o f  Representatives, Congressman Campbell helped psi86 
Ted Kennedy's P U s h b U t t O n  Strike bill (U.R. 5/S. 55). The S t r i k e  
bill falled with only one vote to spare in the Senate. 

And in 1990, Mr. Campbell voted twice In the Houee to allow 
government union chieftain$ to declare open season on haraasfng 
2.9 million federal employees and thousand8 of U.S. taxpayer# to 
support the union political machine by repealing the Hatch Act. 
B i g  Labor came just two votea shy of porralling enough senators 
ta override Proeident Bush'a veto and guk the 53-year-old law. 

MY. CampbelI's vote in the Senate could gut Big Labor over 
tkas tap on t h e m  and cauntlaee other union-boee power grab#. 

Organized Lsbor is within a whisker of total control over 
our federal government. If the union political machine srweepe, 
Colorado and j u s t  two other Senate eaetel into Big Lnbor'er vote 
column (and poeeibly the White Haum BB well), Mr. Campbell could 
c a s t  the key Senate vote to enact Wxe entire uiaion-boss political 
agenda in to  law. 

aboliehing Section 14(b) of the Taft-Hertley A c t ,  enact tho 
Puehbutton Strike b i l l ,  repeal the Hatoh Act:, and force all 
government employeee to pay union due5 to swell B i g  Labor'e 
political and organizing cof fers .  

with phone c a l l s ,  letters and posotcarder. Thousand@ of angry 
Colortado citizens are urging him to support Right to Work. 

Until now, Congressman CampbeiL has voted with the union 

He could vote to deetroy d l  state Right to Work lawe by 

That'a why I ' v e  urged You to inundate Congreseman Campbell 
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But Congressman Campbell continues to StQneWall. Your w 
protests seem to be falling on deaf ebr8. 

majority of Colorado citizens who oppose compuleory unionism? 

for the U . S .  House and now the Senate. 

Why i s  Ben Campbell ignoring you and the rest of the huge 

Union operatives have s tuf fed  $- i n t o  hie campaigns 

And that cash ia only the t i p  of the Iceberg. 
politicel pros have probably dumped ten t i m e s  that into 
Congressman Campbell' s campaigns in the form o f  "soft money" -- 
partisan get-out-the-vote drives, phons banks, and full-time paid 
"volunteers. I' 

Work supporters hi5 position on forced unionism, union lobbyiate 
know he'll vote any way they say. Jt'e a simple (if  sleazy) 
arrangement. He votes their way; they bankroll his congreaaional 
and senate campaign0 with forced-union dues stolen from American 
workers. 

urge him to repudiate h i s  support for forced unionism. Only 
howls and screams can make Congressman Campbell renounce his cozy 
relationship with Big Labor. 

dirty pool oE taking Big Labor backroom payoff8 -- while he 
stonewalls Colorado citizens. 
and urge him t o  stop voting to force workers to pay union dues. 

&.d respond to his purvey 100% ;69;r Right ta Work. 

Pushbutton Strike bill, Eight  for  tougher enforcement off the 
Supreme COUrt'B ban on the Us@ o€ forced due@ for politics, 
oppose efforts to raquire public servants to pay union duee, and 
crack down on etrike violence. 

However, Mr. Considine i s  under intense pressure from union 
goons to renounce hi8  Right to Work eupport. 
tell Mr. Coneidine not to back down. Please cell him at (303) 
757-2567 and tell him the people o f  Colorado support his pledge. 

Union 

So while Congressman Campbell be refusing to tell Right to 

Please call Congreesman Campbell ~bebt a% (303) 837-0565 and 

Tell Congressman Campbell you won't atand far his politicel 

Tell him he's not fooling m, 
O n  the other hand, Mr. Campbell's opponent, Terry Considine, 

Mr. Considine ha8 promised t o  help J&QQ Ted Kennedy's 

I t ' s  vital that you 

Sincerely, 

P.S. Congressman Ben Nighthorse Campbell mu& feel the heat from 
concerned citizens like you to sltop voting to force workere 
to pay union dues. Now is the time, in the face o f  a tough 
U.S. Senate battle, when he irr nioat likely to mend hi6  
Washington ways. Please call. him today. 
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October XX, 31992 7 
Dear XWUMXXXXXXXXWWO(: 

I'm writing you a personal l e t t e r  today becauoe I'm vary 
concerned about how Senator Harry Asld !dill vote on compul~ory 
unionism legialation if Nevada citizen8 vote him another term. 

If Senator Reid continues to ?rote t o  hand compulsory 
unionism powers to Big Lebor, Nevada w i l l  suffer. And 80 Will 
tho entire nation. 

Until. now, Senator Reid has voted with the union hierarchy 
and against individual freedom fox workers and small businesses 
almost every t i m e .  

carriers in the Senate. This past June, Mr. Reid helped Ted 
Kennedy try to ram his Pushbutton Strike bill (H.R.5 / 6.55) 
through the Senate. 

And i n  19530, Mr. Reid voted twice to allow government; union 
chieftains to declare open season on harassing 2 . 9  million 
federal employeas and thoueands of U.S. taxpayers to support the 
union political machine by repealing the Hatch Act. 
Big Labor came just two votes shy o f  corralling enough Benatora 
to override President Bush's veto and gut *e 53-yeax-old law. 

Mr. Reid'e vote in the Senate could put Big Labor over the 
top on these and eountless other union-boaa power graba. 

our federal goverrment. 
Nevada and just two other Senate rrtatcae into Big tabor:'ar vote 
column (end possibly the White House ae well), Mr. Reid could 
cast t h e  key Semite vote to enact the ent i re  union-bocFlar political 
agenda into  law. 

He could vote to destroy Nevada's cherished R.ight to W~rk 
law by abolishing Section 14(b) of the Taft-Hartley A c t ,  enact 
the Pushbutton Strike bill, repeal the Match Act, and force all 
government employees to pay unioa dues to swell 13ig.Cabor'a 
political and oxganizing coffers. 

phone c a l l s ,  lettere and poetcard@. !f%ouerender of angry Nevada 
citieene are urging him to support Right to Work. 

Harry Reid ie one of B i g  Labor's most re l iable  water 

The b i l l  f a i l e d  with only on8 vote to spare. 

Organized Labor ie within a whisker of t o t a l  control over 
I f  the union political machine sweeps 

That's why I've urged you to inundate Senator Reld with 
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But Senator Reid continues to stonewall. Your proteste seem 
to be falling on deaf ears. 

majority Qf Nevada citizene who oppose compulsory unionism? 
Why is Harry Reid ignoring you and the rest of the huge 

Union operatives have stuffed $xXXXxxxxx i n t o  hie campaigns 

And that  cash is only the tip of the iceberg. Union 
political pros have probably dumped tern times that into Senator 
Reid's campaigns in the form of "SQft money" -- partisan get-out- 
the-vote drives1 phone banks, and paid "volunteers. 

So while Senator Reid is refueing to tell Right to Work 
supporters his position on forced unionism, union lobbyists know 
he'll vote any way they say. It's a simple (if slearty) deal. He 
vote8 their way; they bankroll h i s  campaigns with forced-union 
dues stolen from American workers. 

Please call Senator Reid at (XXX) XXX-XXXX and urge him 
to repudiate h i s  support for Eorced unfonism. Only howls 
and screams can make Senator Reid renounce h i s  ooey relationship 
with Big Labor. 

pool o f  taking Big Labor backsoom p a y o f f s  -- while he otonewalle 
Nevada citizene. 
to atop voting to force workers to pay union duee. 

for the Senate. 

Tell Senator Reid you won't stand for hie political dirty 

Tell him he's not fooling, R)J.?&Q& and urge him 

On the other hand, Mr. Reid's opponent, Bemar Dahl, s l k l  
respond to hie survey 100% Right to Work. 

Mr. Dahl has promieed to help &Q.Q Ted Kennedy's Pushbutton 
Strike b i i l ,  f i g h t  for tougher enforcement of the Gupreme Courta's 
ban on t he  use of forced duee for politics, oppose e f f o r t 0  to 
require public servants to pay union dum, and crack down on 
strike violence. 

However, Mr. Dah1 is under intense preasure Erom union g o o m  
to renounce his Right: to Work support. 
Mr. Dahl not to back down. Please call him a t  (XXX) XXX-XXXX and 
tell him Nevada citizens eupport h i s  pledge. 

It's vital that you tell 

P.S. Senator Harry Reid must feel t.he heat from concerned citizens 
like you to stop voting to force workers to pay union dues. 
b70W, in t h e  f R m  nf a tough U . S .  Senate battle, I S  When he i B  
most likely to mend hie Washing'ion waye. 
today. 

PLeasle c a l l  him 
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But Congressman Stallings continues to etonowall. YOUr 

Why is Richard Stalling8 Ignoring you and the re& o f  the 

Union operatives have stuffed $270,500 into h i s  campaigns 

And that cash is only the tip of the icebkrg. 
political pros have probably clumpeel ten t i m m  that 9nt:a 
CongreBsman stallingses campaigns in the farm of "soft money" -- 
partisan get-out-the-vote drives, phone banks, and full-time 
paid "volunt.oorn" , 

So while Congressman StaLLIngs I s  refusing to tell Right to 
Work supporters his position on forced unionism, union labbyierts 
know he'll vote any way they say. 
arra1~gemad. He vote& t h e l r  w&y -- they barrkcoll hie  congressional 
R n r i  m n a t n  c a m p i  qns ui th fnrcnri-wi nn d u m  R ~ O J  en frnm Amp.rJ,can 
workers. 

Plnesa  call Congressman Gtalling&i mu at ( 2 0 8 )  336-1992 and 
urge him to repudiate his support for forced unionism. Only 
howle and pIcreamu can make Cnngressmnn Stallinga ranoiinre Mae rnvy 
relationship with Big Labor. 

dirty pool of taking Eig Labor backsoom payaffs -- while he 
sconewai1s idaho cirizens. 1 ~ 1 1  him he's not fooling 
and urge him to stop voting to force workere to pay union d u m .  

protests aeam to be falling on deaf aaX&i. 

huge majority of rdaho citizens who oppose compulsory unionism? 

for t&e U.S. Houae and now the Senate. 

Union 

It's a B i m g l e  (if Bleazy) 

l e11  Congressman Stallings you won't stand for his political 

On the other hand, Mr. Stalling's opponent, Dirk Mempthorne, 

Mr. Kempthorne has promised to help j&QQ Ted Kennedy's 
Pushkutton Strike bill, fight for tougher enforcement PP the 
supreme Caurt'a ban en *ha u ~ e  a€ f e ~ e s . 4  &tee Pee. pelPClem, 
opposa efforts to require public servants to pay union dues, and 
crack down on strike violence. 

goonu to renounce h i s  Right to Work sUpport:. 

336-0092 and tell him the people of Pdcnho support h i s  pledge. 

respond to his survey 100% a Right to Work, 

However, Mr. Kempthorne is under lntsnae pres6ure from union 
It's v4,P;a1. t ha t .  yQU 

L a 1 1  Mr.. KatnpLlrur.rlu r i u C  Lu buck Jvwrr .  P~~UUUU c;rll I&I U L  ( 2 0 8 )  

Reed Lsraen 

P.S. Congressman Richard StrLllngs must f a s l  th5 hetat from 
concerned citiacnc like you to stop voting t o  force wsrkerct to 
pay union dues.  Now 6 e  the time, In the face of a tough U . S .  
Senate b a t t l e ,  when he I s  most likely to mend his Washington 
waye. Please call him today. 
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October 23, 1992 I 

Dear I 

I'm writing you a personal l e t t e r  today because I'm very 
concerned about how Congreesman Richard StaLlings will vote on 
compulsory-unionism 1egisLati.on if he becomee Idaho's next U . S  
Senator. 

If, &e a U.S. senator, Richard Stalling6 continue8 to vote 
to hand compulsory-unioniem powere to Big Labor, Xdaho will 
suffer.  And 80 w i l l  the entire nation. 

Until now, Congressman Stallings hae voted with the union 
hierarchy and against individual freedom for workers and ssmall 
businesses almost every time. 

As one of Big tabor'8 most reliable water carriers ia the 
U . S .  House of Representatives, Congreesman Gtetkllngra hcplpsb paw 
Ted Kennedy's Quskbutton Strike b i l l  (H.R. 51s .  5 5 ) .  The Strike 
bill fa i led  w L t h  only one vote to epare in the Senate. 

government union chieftains to declare open 888r~1on on hararsllaing 
2.9 million federal employees and thoumnds o f  U.S. tawpeyere to 
support the union political machine by repealing the Ratch A c t .  
Big Labor came just. two votee shy of corralling enough Esenatora to 
override President Bush'e veto and gut the 53-year-old law. 

Mr. Stalling's vote in the Senate could put Big Labor OVBP 
the tog on these and oountlees other union-boee power grab.  

Organized Labor irs within a whirshear oE total control over 
our EederaL government. If the union p o l i t i c a l  machine eweepe 
Idaho and just two other Benate seate into Big Lsbor'e vote 
column (and poasibly the White Hou8e as well), Mr. Stalling6 could 
cast  the key Senate vote to enact the entire union-boae political 
agenda i n t o  law. 

by aboliahing Section 14(b) of the Taft-Hartley A c t ,  enact the 
Pushbutton Strike bill, repeal the Hatch A c t ,  and force a11 
goverment employees to pay unlon dues ( Q  cawta3.1 Big Labor's 
p o l i t i c a l  and organizing coffers. 

with phone c a l l e ,  letters and p c ~ :  c m . 1 ~ .  Thouaande of angry 
Idaho citizens are urging him tc. s rppor t  Right to Work. 

And in 1990, Mr. Stalling6 voted twice in the House to allow 

H e  could vote to destroy Idaho'e hard-won Right to Work baw 

That's why I've urged you t inwdate Congressman Stsrllingei 
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But Congressman Stalling8 continue8 to stonewall. Your 

Why is Richard Stallings ignoring you and the rest of the 
-h protests 6eem to be falling on deaf ears. 

huge majority of Idaho citizens who oppose compuleory unionism? 

for the U.S. House and now the  Senate. 

political pros have probably dumped ten times that into 
Congressman Stallings's campaigns in the form of " s o f t  money" -- 
partisan get-out-the-vote drives, phone banks, and full-time 
paid " vo lunt eer a " 

So while Congressman stalling3 is refusing to tell Right to 
Work supporters his position on forced unionism, union lobbyists 
know he'll vote any way they say. 
arrangement. He votes their way -- they bankroll h i s  congreosional 
and senate campaigns with forced-union dues Eltolela from American 
workers. 

Please call Congressman Stallinga at (303) 837-0565 and 
urge him to repudiate his rnupport for forced unionism. Only 
howl5 and screams can make Congressman Stalllnga renounce hie cozy 
relationship with Big L a b o r .  

Tell Congressman Stallings you won't stand f o r  his political 
dirty pool oE taking Big Labor backroom dayoffs -- while he 
and urge him to stop voting to force workers to pay union dues. 

On the other hand, Mr. Stalling's opponent, Dirk Kempthorne, 
sb;bB respond t o  his survey 100% a Right to Work. 

Mr. Kempthorne has promised to help g g g ~  Ted Xennedy'8 
Pushbutton Strike bill, fight for tougher enforcement of the 
Supreme Court's ban on the use of forced dues for politice, 
oppose efforts to require public servants to pay union (auet3, and 
crack down on strike violence. 

> 

.-- 

h , -  

Union operatives have stuffed $270.500 into h i s  campaigns - I  

And that cash is only the t i p  of the iceberg. Union 

It's a simple ( i f  sleazy) 

stonewalla Idaho citizens. Tell him he's not fQolinq T 

However, M r .  Kempthorne is under intense pressure from union 
It's vital t ha t  you goons to renounce his Right to Work 6UppOrt. 

tell Mr. Kempthorne not to back down. Please c a l l  him a t  ( 2 0 8 )  
336-0092 and tell him the people of Xdaho support his pledge, 

Reed Lareon 

P.S. Congressman Richard Stallings muat feel  the heat from 
concerned citizenel l i k e  you to stop voting to force workers to 
pay union dues. Now is the time, in the face of a tough U.S. 
Senate battle, when he is most l i k e l y  to mend hie Washington 
waya. Please call him today. 
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I Dear P: r 
i 

i I'm writing you a personal letter today because I'm very 
I concernad about how Congreesmen Richard Stallings will. vote on 

compulsory-unfonim legislation if he becomes Idaho's next U.S 
1 ! Senator. 

1 :_;. If, a B  a U.S. Senator, Richard Stall: .ontinuen to vote 1 Li. to hand comgulaory-unionism powers to Big L ,.,L', idaho will 
I i;: suffer. And 60 will the entire nation. 

' 1 :. i:. hierarchy and against individual freedom for workers and 6ma:i 
I bueinessee almoet every time. j 
i I;;! 
! _ ?  

As one of Big Labor's most reliable water carriers in tho 
~ =>~. . U.3. IIouae oE Rapreaentativsa, Congroaoma llingo hclpcd paoo 
1 ::. Ted Kennedy's Pushbufton Strike bill 

I 

.. . 
I .  , ?... 

/ ' /  

U n t i l  AOW, Congressman Stallings has voted with .;le uiiic 
a .  

S . 5 5 ) .  Th% Str ike  2- Senate. bill failed with only one vote t o  sp re i , :. j 

' :  , .. 
._ ., 
!. ... j 

l!.! 
And in 1990, Mr. Stallings voted twice in tho Howe to allow 

government union chieftains to declare open season on harassing 
2.9 million federal ernpLoyses and thousands of W.S. taxpayers to 
support the union political machine by repealing the Hatch Act.  
Big Labor came just two votes shy of corralling enough senators to 
override Proctident Bush's veto and g u t  the 53-year-old law. 

the top on these and countleos other union-boss powe 

our federal government. If the union chine sweeps 
Idaho and just: two other Senate 
column (and posaibly the White House as well), Mr. StalSings COLI' .  
cast the key Senate vote to enact the entire union-boss politics: 
agenda into law. 

by abolishing Sact ion l?a(b) of the Taft-Hartley A c t ,  enact the 
Puehbutton Strike bill, repeal the Hatch Act, and force all 
government employees to pay union dues to $well Big Labor's 
political and organizing coffere. 

with phone calla, l e t t e r s  and postcards. Thousands of angry 
Idaho citizens are urging him to support Right to Work. 

Mr. Stalling's vote in the Senate could gut Big Labor over 

S @ c A  
Organieed Labor la within a whisker of tota 

&or's vote 

He coeld vote to destroy rdaho's hardwon Right to Work law 
w 

That'a why I've urged you to inundate Congressman Stalllnge 



I 
I 
I But; Congressman St nqs continues to stonew Your 
I proteets seem to be falling on deaf ears. \ 
I 
1 
I I ,  ;IL 

I Union operatives have stuffe nto hi3 campaigns ?< - _  ~ 

I f o r  the U . S .  House and now the Senate. -/ / \ L  

2 '  I '  ? 

Why 16 Richard Stallings ignoring you and the test of the 
I huge majority of Idaho citizens w ulsory unionism? 

L/ 
And t h a t  cash is only the tip of the iceberg. Union 

political pros have probably dumped ton times that into 
Congressman Stallings's campaigns in the form of "soft  money" -- 
partisan get-out-the-vote drives, phone banks, and full-time 
paid "volunteers". 

. .  . .  So while Congressman Stallinge is refusing t 
; ~ :  .. . . .  . Work supporters his position on forcsd unionism, uni 
. .  ;:; know he'll vote  any way they say. 
' . :  arrangemont. He votes their way-dhey bankroll h 
+ . '  and senate campaigns with forced-union dues stolen from ?merican 
;:. . . .  .. workere. 

.... i ~ i  urge him to repudiate h i s  support for forced unionism. 
z~f ... howls and screams can make Congressman Stallings renounce hie cozy 
i.;  relationship with B i g  Labor. 

'ii dirty pool of taking Big Labor backroom payoffs -- while he 

It'e a simp 

. .  

2. 

. .  
- ~. .. . . .  . 

Please call Congressman Stallings m u  at (303) 837-0565 and . .  . .  . .  

Only XQXK 

Toll congressman Stallinge you won't stand for h i s  political .. . . :  ..~ 
.. . 

stonewalls Idaho citizens. Tell him he's not fooling -anvbodv 
and urge him to s top  voting to force workers to pay union dues. 

On the other hand, M r .  Stalling's opponent, Dirk Kempthorne, 

Mr. Kempthorne has promised to help Ted Kennedy's 
Pushbuttan Strike b i l l ,  fight for toughex enforcement of the 
Supreme Court's ban on the U6e of forced dues for politics, 
0pp9~0 efforts to require public servants to pay union dues, and 
crack down on strike violence. 

goons to renounce his Right to Work support. 

respond to hi8 survey 100% Right to Work. 

Ilowover, Mr. Kempthorne is under intense pressure froin union 
It's vital that 

Kernpthorne not to brck down. Please call him at 
and tell him the paople of Idaho support his pled 

Sincerely, 

Reed Larson 

Y . S .  Corigreesman Richard Starlings must feel the heat from 
concerned citizens like YOU to stop voting t o  force workers to 
pay union dues. Now is th0 time, in the face of a tough U.S. 
Senate battle, when he is ro.ost likely to mend his Washington 
ways. Please c a l l  him tc.::*;. 
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... ... I'm writing you a personal letter today because I'm very 
j > i  concerned about how Congressman Richard Stallings will vote on 

compulsory-unionism legislation if he becomes Idaho's next U.S. 

If, as a U.S. Senator, Richard Stallings continues to vote 

. .  

- Senator. 1 
. .. ._ , .  

.. . .  .. . .. . 
t ' /  

.... to hand compulsory-unionism powers to Big Labor, Idaho will 
ii suffer. And so will the entire nation. 

... Until now, Congressman Stallings has voted with the union 
r-; -. . hierarchy and against individual freedom for workers and small 
,_  I : !  businesses almost every time. 

As one of Big Labor's most reliable water carriers in the 

ii. : :  . .  -. 

i' : 

U.S. House of Representatives, Congressman Stallings helped pass 
Ted Kennedy's Pushbutton Strike bill (H.R. 5/S. 55). The Strike 
bill failed with only one vote to spare in the Senate. 

And in 1990, Mr. Stallings voted twice in the House to allow 
government union chieftains to declare open season on harassing 
2.9 million federal employees and thousands of U.S. taxpayers to 
support the union political machine by repealing the Hatch Act. 
Big Labor came just two votes shy of corralling enough senators 
to override President Bush's veto and gut the 53-year-old law. 

the top on these and countless other union-boss power grabs. 
Mr. StaLlings's vote in the Senate could put Big Labor over 

Orqanized Labor is within a whisker of total control over dd 
our federal government. If the union political machine sweeps s{U7es 

column (and Dossiblv the White House as well). Mr. Stallinss 
Idaho and just two other Senate-into Big Labor's vote 9rV aAlc 
could cast the key :enate vote to enact the entire union-bGss 
political agenda into law. 

by abolishing Section 14(b) of the Taft-Hartley Act, enact the 
Pushbutton Strike bill, repeal the Hatch Act, and force all 
government employees to pay union dues to swell Big Labor's 
political and organizing coffers. 

with phone calls, letters and postcards. Thousands of angry 
Idaho citizens are urging him to support Right to Work. 

He could vote to destroy Idaho's hard-won Right to Work l a w  

That's why I've urged you tc! inundate Congressman Stallings 
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But Congressman Stailings continues to stonewall. Your 

Why is Richard Stallings ignoring you and the rest of the 

protests seem to be falling on deaf ears. 

huge majority of Idaho citizens- pulsoq unionism? 

Union operatives have stuffe into his campaiqns - - -  
for the U.S. House and now the Senate. 

And that cash is only the tip of the iceberg. Union 
political pros have probably dumped ten times that into 
Congressman Stallings' campaigns in the form of 18soft money" - -  
partisan get-out-the-vote drives, phone banks, and full-time paid 
Wolunteers. 

So while Congressman Stallings is refusing to tell Right to 
Work supporters his position on forced unionism, union lobbyists 
know he'll vote any way they say. 
arrangement. He vates their way; they bankroll his congressional 
and senate campaigns with forced-union dues stolen from 2merican 
workers. 

Please call Congressman Stallings now at (288) 336-53W and 

p / & f  ? 
It's a simple (iffSleazy) 

303 g37-056 
urge him to repudiate his support for forced unionism. Only 
howls and screams can make Congressman Stallings renounce his 
cozy relationship with Big Labor. 

dirty pool of taking Big Labor backroom payoffs - -  while he 
stonewalls Idaho citizens. Tell him he's not fooling anvbodv, 
and urge him to stop voting to force workers to pay union dues. 

On the other hand, Mr. Stallings' opponent, Dirk Kempthorne, 
- did respond to his survey 100% for Right to Work. 

M r .  Kempthorne has promised to help StoD Ted Kennedy's 
Pushbutton Strike bill, fight for tougher enforcement of the 
Supreme Court's ban on the use of forced dues for politics, 
oppose efforts to require public servants to pay union dues, and 
crack down on strike violence. 

Tell Congressman Stallings you won't stand for his political 

However, Mr. Kempthorne is under intense pressure from union 
goons to renounce his Right to Work support. It's vital that y 
tell Mr. Kempthorne not to back down. Please call him at (208) 
336-0092 and tell him the people of Idaho support his pledge. 

Sincerely, 

Reed Larson 

P.S. Congressman Richard Stallings must feel the heat from 
concerned citizens like you to stop voting to force workers 
to pay union dues. Now is the time, in thsface of a tough 

Washington ways. Please call him today. /f 
U . S .  Senate battle, when he is most likelFmeiid his c__c_ 
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Survey Questions 

1. Do you klieve an employee who does not want the "services" 
of a labor union should have the right to refuse to accept that 
union as his exclusive representative, which federal law now 
forces him to accept? 

2. Will you support repeal of the provisions in federal laws which 
authorize compulsory unionism? 

3. Do you favor preservation of Section 14@) of the Taft-Hartley 
Act, which authorizes state Right to Work laws? 

4. Would you support legislation to end the special immunity 
union officials presently enjoy from prosecution under the 
federal antiextortion statute? 

5. Will you oppose the forced unionization of federal, state, 
county and municipal employees? 

Will you support amendments to the Federal Election 
Campaign Act to prohibit the use of compulsory union dues 
and fees for lpolidcal callses and candidates opposed by union 
members? 
Will you oppose so-called "anti-double breasting" legislation 
that has, as its primary goal, to fozcibly unionize employees of 
consauction companies? 
Will you oppose legislation to weaken or destroy the Hatch 
Act, which prowas federal employees from union political 
coercion? 
Will you oppose legislation that would punish or require the 
firing of employees who choose to work during a smke. and 
give union officials the power to shut down businesses that 
refuse to force their employees to pay union dues? 

~~~ ~~ ~ ~~~ 

Note: The National Right to Work Committee. of course. endorses no candidates. We are a nonpartisan organization. But 
we believe that you as a Right to Work supporter are entitled to know which candidates will support the right of every 
American to eam a living -without having to pay union bosses for the privilege. 
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The information below is helpful in explaining the , questions on the reverse side of lhi form. 

A union, under present federal laws, is empowered to 
represent and bind all employees in a company’s bargaining 
unit - including employees who oppose the union and don’t 
want its “services.” 

This monopoly bargaining power, generally described as 
“exclusive bargaining rights,” depdves employees of their right 
to bargain for themselves. Union officials fought for this power 
and refuse to give it up; yet they complain they are “unfairly 
burdened by the legal obligation” to represent nonmembers. 

Such complaints are intended to pave the way for compelling 
fiancial supprr from so-called “free riders“ for representation 
they do not want. 

The firing of workers who refuse to pay union dues and/or 
fees is explicitly sanctioned by both the National Labor 
Relations Act and the National Railway Labor Act. 

Section 7 of the NLRA. for example, stipulates that 
employees shall have “the right to refrain” from parricipating in 
union activities “except to the extent that such right may be 
affected by an agreement requiring membership in a labor 
organization as a condition of employment.” 

The problem of compulsory unionism was created by 
Congress. It will not be solved until Congress repeals the 
existing federal authorizations of compulsory unionism. 

In 21 states, wage earners - except those covered by the 
National Railway Labor Act - are shielded from compulsory 
unionism by Right to Work laws. 

The Florida guarantee is typical of these laws, saying, ‘The 
right of persons to work shall not be denied or abridged on 
account of membership or nonmembership in any labor union or 
labor organization.” 

The authority of states to adopt and enfgrce such laws is 
reaffmed by Section 14(b) of the Taft-Hartley amendments to 
the National Labor Relations Act. 

Extortion, as a technique. is exuemely useful to union 
officials in obtaining such demands as compulsory union shop, 
“agency“ shops, compulsory hiring halls and irrevocable dues 
check-off clauses. 

While most criminal law is administered at h e  state and local 
level, some criminal activities (including extortion), which 
obstruct interstate commerce, have been deemed by Congress to 
be so important that they should be covered by federal statutes. 

As the federal law currently stands, union officials have 
unique special immunities from prosecution for threatening w 
commii or committing felonies - such as murder, 
manslaughter, maiming, arson, aggravated property destruction, 
explosives or firearms offenses, etc. - to obtajn collective 
bargaining demands. 

For the past several years. Congress has been confronted by 
bills designed to authorize the forced unionization of public 
employees at various levels of government. 

Several of these proposals are aimed at state, county and 
municipal employees and would nullify existing state laws 
which shield public employees from union coercion. 

Other bills would strip postal workers and other federal 
employees of the freedom of choice guaranteed by the Postal 
Reorganization Act of 1970 and executive orders dating back to 

the adminiswition of President John F. Kennedy. 

Labor unions are the only privale organizauon in Ihc US. 
which can legally force individuals to pay dues into tllcir 
treasuries. 

The Federal Election Campaign Act (FECA) prohlbiis uiiioil 
officials from giving any of these dues dollars directly LO ii 
candidate for federal office. 

At the same time, FECA permits union officials to usc 
workers’ compulsory dues dollars for “in-kind” political 
spending on goods and services to elect candidates for fedml 
OffiSes. 

These. “in-kind” expenditures are in addition LO union PAC 
contributions; they are seldom - if ever - documentcd or 
reported to the Federal Election Commission. 

No official statistics For total union “in-kind expenditurcs 
are available. But Labor columnist Victor Riesel estimated that 
this so-called “soft money” amounted to 10 times more h i 1  

what union PACs gave in cash contributions. Rased on t h t  
yardstick, union “soft money” in 1990 exceeded $350 million. 

In ment  years, legisiation hzs been intraduced in Congress 
to automatically impose union representation upon workcrs 0 1  
nonunionized companies which have even the slightcst 
economic links w unionized companies. 

Even though the nonunionized and the unionized compliriics 
each perfon separate and distinct work, the compulsory union 
contiact would be automatically imposed upon the nonuniuii 
workers. without even tlie show of an election conducted by ilic 
National Labor Relations Board to detenine worker suppofl. 

The “anti-double breasting” legislation would also encourngc 
Common Situs picketing by permitting union organizers to usc 
a dispute with a single subconmctor as an excuse to pickci m i  
shut down all the other subconmctors at a job site. 

Legislation has been introduced repeatedly in Congress to 
loosen the 50-year-old Hatch Act’s resuictions against pmis:iii 
political activity by federal employees. 

Federal union officials now wield monopoly bargaining 
power over federal employees, which makes union officials ilic 
sole conduit for civil servants in collective bargaining xi id  
grievance situations. 

Current proposals to weaken the Hatch Act lack explicit 
prohibitions against the use of monopoly bargaining pwcr to 
coerce civil servants into supporting federal union officials’ 
political agenda. 

Legislation has been introduced in Congress thai would 
prevent employers from hiring permanent replacemen1 workcrs 
during a strike. 

The bill’s provisions would also penalize workers who 
choose not to strike by giving preferential, post-strike hiring 
privileges to strikers. 

Since an employer is unlikely to find employees who will 
work during a violent strike under these conditions, employcrs 
would be forced to cave in to every demand by union officials - including the demand that workers who refuse 10 pay I J I I ~ ~ J I  
dues be fxed. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 
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J2o you believe an employee who does not want bk  "services" 
of a label union shoutd have the right to refuse to accept that 
union as his exclusive representative, which federal law now 
forccs him to accept? 

Will you support repeal of the provisions in federal laws which 
a u I h ~ e M p u I s Q y  unionisn? 
Do you favor presezvation of Section 14@) of the Taft-Hartley 
Ac& which authorizes SzIe Right to Wok laws? 

Would you snppon legislation to end the special immunity 
union officials presently enjoy from prosecution under the 
federal dcxtortion statute? 
Will you oppose the forced unionization of federal, state, 
county and municipal employees? 

6. Will you support amendments to the Federal Election 
Campaign Act to prohibit the use of compulsory union dur  
and fees far politid causes and mdidates oppmd by union 
membas? 

7. Wi!l you oppose so-called "antidouble breasting" legislation 
that has. as its primmy goal, to forcibly .;%onize employees 01 
oomct ion  companies? 

8. Will you oppose legislation to weaken or destroy the Hatch 
Act. which protects federal employees fmm union political 
coePcion? 

9. Will you oppose legislation that would punish or require the 
f ~ n g  of employees who choose to work duiing a strike, and 
give union officials the power D shut down businesses that 
refuse b force their employees IO pay union dues? 

Mote: The National Right to Wark Committee, of course, endorses no candidates. We are a nonpartisan organization. But 
we believe that you as a Right to Work supponer are en&d to know which candidates will support the right of e v q  
American to earn a Living - without having to pay union bosses for the privilege. 
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A union. under present federal laws, is empowered to 
represent and bind all employees in a company’s bargaining 
unit - including employees who oppose the union and don’t 
want its “services.” 

This monopoly bargaining power, generally described as 
“exclusive bargaining rights.” deprives employees of their right 
to bargain for themselves. Union officials fought for this power 
and refuse to give it up; yet they complain they are “unfairly 
burdened by the legal obligdon” to represent nonmembers. 

Such complaints are inteniied to pave the way for compelling 
fmancial suppon from so-called “free riders” for representation 
they do not  wan^ 

The f ~ n g  of workers who refuse to pay union dues and/or 
fees is explicitly sanctioned by boeh the National Labor 
Relations Act and Ihe National Railway Labor Act. 

Section 7 of the NLRA, for example, stipulates that 
employees shall have “the right to refrain“ from participating in 
union activities “except to the extent that such right may be 
affected by an agreement requiring membership in a labor 
organization as a condition of employment.” 

The problem of compulsory unionism was created by 
Congress. It will not be solved until Congress repeals the 
existing federal authorizations of compulsory unionism. 

In 21 states, wage earners - except those covered by the 
National Railway Labor Act - ~IY. shielded from compulsory 
unionism by Right to Work laws. 

The FloriQ gmantee is typical of these laws, saying, ‘The 
right of persons to work shall not be denied or abridged on 
account of membership or nonmembership in any labor union or 
labor organization.“ 

The authority of states to adopt and enforce such laws is 
reaffmed by Section 14@) of the Taft-Hartley mendmenrs to 
the National Labor Relations Act. 

Extortion. as a technique, is extremely useful to union 
officials in obtaining such demands as compulsory union shops, 
“agency” shops, compulsory hiring halls and irrevocable dues 
checksff clauses. 

While most criminal law is administered at the state and local 
level, some criminal activities (including extortion). which 
nbsuuct interstate commerce, have been deemed by Congress to 
ix so imponant (hat they should be covered by federal statutes. 

As the federal law currently stands, union officials have 
unique special immunities from prosecution for threatening U, 
commit or committing felonies - such as murder, 
manslaughter. maiming, arson, aggravated property destruction, 
explosives or firearms offenses, etc. - to obtain collective 
bargaining demands. 

For the past several years, Congress has been confronted by 
bills designed to authorize the forced unionization of public 
employees at various levels of government 

Several of these proposals are aimed at state. county and 
municipal employees and would nullify exisling state laws 
which shield public employees from union coercion. 

Other bills would strip postal workers and other federal 
employees of the freedom of choice guaranteed by the Postal 
Reorganization Act of 1970 and executive orders dating back to 

Lhe administration of President John F. Kennedy. 

Labor unions are the only private organization in the U.S. 
which can legally force individuals to pay dues into their 
treasuries. 

The Federal Election Campaign Act (FECA) prohibits union 
officials from giving any of these dues dollars directly to a 
candidate for federal office. 

At the same time. FECA permits union officials to use 
workers’ compulsory dues dollars for “in-kind political 
spending on goods and services to elect candidates for federal 
offices. 

These “in-kind“ expenditures are in addition to onion PAC 
contributions: they are seldom - if ever - documented or 
reported to the Federal Election Commission. 

No official statistics for to&d union “in-kind” expenditures 
are available. But hbor cdcmnist Victor Riesel estimated that 
this so-called “sofe money” amounted to 10 times more than 
what union PACs gave in cash conaibudons. Based on that 
yardstick, union ”soft money” in 1990 exceeded $350 million. 

6. 

7. In recent years, legislation has been introduced in Congress 
to automatically impose union representation upon workers of 
nonunionized companies which have even the slightest 
economic links to unionized companies. 

Even though the nonunionized and the unionized companies 
each perform separate and distinct work, the compulsory union 
contract would be automatically imposed upon the nonunion 
workers. without even the show of an election conducted bv the ~ - .  .~ 

National Labor Relations Board to determine worker support. 
n e  ”anti-double breasting” legislation would also encourage 

Common Situs picketing by permitting union organizers to use 
a dispute with a single subcontractor as an excuse to picket and 
shut down all the other subcontractors at a job site. 

Legislation has been introduced repeatedly in Congress to 
loosen the 50-year-old Hatch Act’s resmctions against partisan 
political activity by federal employes 

Federal union officials now wield monopoly bargaining 
power over federal employees, which makes union officials the 
sole conduit for civil servants in collective bargaining and 
grievance siluations. 

Current proposals to weaken the Hatch Act lack explicit 
prohibitions against the use of monopoly bargaining power to 
coerce civil servants into supporting federal union officials’ 
politid agenda. 

Legislation has been introduced in Congress that would 
prevent employers from hiring permanent replacement workers 
during a strike. 

The bill’s provisions would also penalize workers who 
choose not to suike by giving preferential. post-snike hiring 
privileges to strikers. 

Since an employer is unlikely to find employees who will 
work during a violent strike under these conoitions, employers 
would be forced to cave in to every demand by union officials 
- including the demand that workers who refuse to pay union 
dues be fired. 

8. 

9. 
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Do you believe an employee who does not want the ‘‘&Services” 
of a labor union should have the right to refuse to accept that 
union as his exclusive representative, which federal law now 
foxes him to accept? 

Will you support repeal of the provisions in f d e d  laws which 
authorize compulsory unionism? 
Do you favor preservation of Section 14(b) of the Taft-&Uey 
Act, which authorizes state Right to Work laws? 

Would you support legislation to end the special immunity 
union officials presently enjoy from prosecution under the 
federal anti-extortion statute? 

Will you oppose the forced unionization of federal. state, 
county and municipal employees? 

Will you support amendments to the Federal Election 
Campaign Act to prohibit the use of compulsory union dues 
and fees for political causes and candidam opposed by union 
members? 
Will you oppose m-called ‘bti-double brasting“ legislation 
that has. as its primary goal. to forcibly unionize employees 0; 

const~ction companies? 
Will you oppose legislation to weaken or destroy the Hatch 
Act, which protects biieral employees from union political 
coercion? 
Will you oppose legislation that would punish or require the 
firing of employees who choose to work during a strike. and 
give union officials the power to shut down businesses that 
refuse to force their employees to pay union dues? 

Note: The National Right to Work Committee, of course, endorses no candidates. We are a nonpartisan organization. But 
we believe that you as a Right to Work supporter are entitled to know which candidates will support rhe right of every 
American to earn a living - without having to pay union bosses for the privilege. 
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A union, under present federal laws. is empowered to 
represent and bind all employees in a company’s bargaining 
unit - including employees who oppose the union and don’t 
want its “services.” 

This monopoly bargaining power. generally described as 
”exclusive bargaining rights,” deprives employees of their right 
to bargain for themselves. Union officials fought for this power 
and refuse to give it up; yet they complain they are “unfairly 
burdened by the legal obligation” to represent nonmembers. 

Such complaints are intended to pave the way for compelling 
fmancial support from so-called “free riders” for representation 
they do not want. 

The firing of workers who refuse to pay union dues and/or 
fees is explicitly sanctioned by both the National Labor 
Relations Act and the National Railway Labor Act. 

Section 7 of the NLRA, for example, stipulates that 
employees shall have “the right M rehain” hom participating in 
union activities “except to the extent that such right may be 
affected by an agreement requiring membership in a labor 
organization as a condition of employment.” 

The problem of compulsory unionism was created by 
Congress. It will not be solved until Congress repeals the 
exisring federal authorizations of compulsory unionism. 

In 21 SWS, wage earners - except those covered by the 
National Railway Labor Act - are shieldad fmm compulsory 
unionism by Right to Work laws. 

The Florida gllarantee is typical of these laws, saying, ‘The 
right of persons to work shall not be denied or abridged on 
account of membership or nonmembership in anylabor union or 
labor organization.” 

The aulhority of states to adopt and enforce such laws is 
reaffmed by Section 14(b) of the Taft-Hartley amendments to 
the National Labor Relations Act. 

Extortion, as a technique. is extremely useful to union 
officials in obtaining such demands as compulsory union shops, 
“agency” shops, compulsary hiring halls and irrevocable dues 
check-off clauses. 

While most criminal law is administered at the state and local 
level, some criminal activities (including extortion). which 
obstruct interstate commerce, have been deemed by Congress lo 
be so important that they should be covered by federal stafutes. 

As the federal law currently stands, union officials have 
unique special immunitia from prosecution for threatening to 
commit or committing felonies - such as murder, 
manslaughter, maiming, arson. aggravated property desmctian. 
explosives or firearms offenses, etc. - to obtain collective 
bargaining demands. 

For the part several years. Congress has been canfronted by 
bills designed to authorize the forced unionization of pubiic 
employees I various levels of government 

Several of these prop& are aimed at state, county and 
municipal employees and would nullify existing state laws 
which shield public employees from union coercion. 

Other bills would strip postal workers and other federal 
employees of the freedom of choice guaranteed by the Postal 
Reorganization Act of 1970 and executive orders dating back Io 

the administration of President John F. Kennedy. 
Labor unions are the only private organidon in the I].% 

which can legally farce individuals to pay dues into their 
ilreasuries. 

The Federal Election Campaign Act (FECA) prohibits union 
officials from giving any of these dues dollars directly to a 
candidate for federal office. 

At fhe same time. FECA permits u n i m  officials to use 
workers’ compulsory dues dollars for “in-kind” political 
spending on goods and services to elect candidates for fedem! 
offices. 

These “in~kind“ expenditures are in addition 1.0 union PAC 
contributions: they are seldom - if ever - documented or 
reported w the Federal Election Commission. 

No official statistics for total union “in-kind” expenditures 
are avaifable. Bue Labor columnist Wcmr RjeA estimated hat 
this so-called “soft mosey” amounted to 10 times mow than 
what union PACs gave in cash contributions. Based on that 
yardstick, union “soft money” in 1990 exceeded $350 million. 

In recent years, kgislation has k e n  ingoduced in Congress 
10 aummalically impose union representation upon workers of 
nonunionized companies which have even the slightest 
economic links to unionized companies. 

Even though k nonunionized and the unionized companies 
each p r f o n  separate and distinct work. the compulsory union 
contract would be automatically imposed upon the nonunion 
workers, without even the show of an election conducted by the 
National Labor Relations Board to detem?I!!e worker supprt. 

The “anti-double breasting” legislation would also encourage 
Common Situs picketing by permitting union organizers to use 
a dispute with a single subconaactor as an excuse to picket and 
shut down all the other subcontractors at a job site. 

Legislation has been introduced repeatedly in Congress to 
loosen the 50-year-ald Hatch Act’s restrictions against pzrriSan 
political activity by federal employees. 

Federal union officials now wield monopoly bargaining 
power over federal employees. which makes union officials the 
sole conduit for civil servants in collective bargaining and 
grievance situations. 

Current proposals to weaken the Hatch Act lack explicit 
prohibitions against the use of monopoly bargaining power lo 
coerce civil servants into -,.apporting federal union officials’ 
political agenda. 

Legislation 11s been introduced in Congress that would 
prevent employers from hiring permanent replacement workers 
during a strike. , 

The bill’s provisions would also penalize workers who 
choose not to strike by giving preferential, post-strike hiring 
privileges t~ strikers. 

Since an employer is unlikely to find employees who wiii 
work during a violent smke under these conaitions. employers 
would be forced to cave in to every demand by union officials 
- including the demand that workers who refuse to pay union 
dues be f d .  

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

I 
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financial support from so-called “free riders’’ for representation 
they do not want. 

5: ‘The tiring of workers who refuse to pay union dues and/or 
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6. 

7. 

8. 
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die adminismtion of President John F. Kennedy. 

Labor unions are &e only private organization in the U.S. 
which can legally force individuals to pay d im into iheir 
Ireasuries. 

The Federal Election Campaign Act (FECA) prohibits union 
officials from giving any of these dues dollars directly to a 
candidate for federal office. 

At the same time, FECA permits union officials to use 
workers’ compulsory dues dollars for “in-kind” political 
spending on goods and services to elect candidates for federal 
offices. 

These “in-kind” expenditures are in addition to union PAC 
contributions; they are seldom - if ever - documented or 
reporred to he Federal Election Commission. 

No offickd stahtics for total union “in-kind” expenditures 
are available. But Labor columnist Victor Riesel estimated that 
this so-called “soft money” amounted to 10 times more than 
what union PACs gave in cash contributions. Based on that 
yardstick, union “soft money” in 1990 exceeded $350 million. 

In recent years, legislation has been introduced in Congress 
to automatically impose union representation upon workers of 
nonunionized companies which have even the slightest 
economic links to unionized companies. 

Even though the nonunionized and the unionized companies 
e c h  perfom separate and distinct work, the compulsory union 
contract would be automatically imposed upon the nonunion 
workers, without even the show of an election conducted by the 
National Labor Relations Board to determine worker support. 

The “anti-double breasting” legislation would also encourage 
Common Situs picketing by permitting union organizers to use 
a dispute with a single subconmctor as an excuse to picket and 
shut down all the oher subcontractors at a job site. 

Legislation has been inmduced repeatedly in Congress to 
loosen the 50-year-old Hatch Act’s restrictions against partisan 
political activity by feded employees. 

Federal union officials now wield monopoly bargaining 
power over federal employees, which makes union officials the 
sole conduit for civil servants in collecrive bargaining and 
grievance situations. 

Current proposals to weaken the Hatch Act I2ck explicit 
prohibitions against the use of monopoly bargaining power to 
coerce civil servants into supporting federal union officials’ 
political agenda. 

Legislation has been introduced in Congress that would 
prevent employers from hiring permanent replacement workers 
during a strike. 

The bill’s provisions would also penalize workers who 
choose not to strike by giving preferential, post-strike hiring 
privileges to strikers. 

Since an employer is unlikdy to find employees who will 
work during a violent strike under these coiiditions, employers 
would be forced to cave in to every demand by union officials - including the demand that workers who refuse to pay union 
dues be fired. 
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U.S. Senats 
Questions# 123456789 

Richard Stallinas-D - - - - - - - - - 
(208) 336-1992 
Dirk Kempthorne-R 
(208)  336-0092 

Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y 

U.S. House of Representatives 
aurstionrdl: 123456789 

D3StFdat  1 
Larry LaRocco-D 
Rachel G i l b e r t - R  Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y  

D L n t r h t  2 
J.D. Williams-D _ _ _ _ - - - - -  
Mlchael Crapo-R Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y  

_ _ _ _ - - - - -  

ID 

1. Do you believe an employee who does not want the “servifes” 
of a labor union should have the right to refuse to accept that 
union as his exclusive representative. which federal law now 
forces him to accept? 

2. Will you support repeal of the provisions in federal laws which 
authorize compulsory mionism? 

3. Do you favor preservation of Section 14@) of the Taft-Hartley 
Act, which authorizes state Riglit to Work laws? 

4. Would you support legislation to end the special immunity 
union officials presently enjoy from prosecution under the 
federal anti-extonion statute? 

5. Will you oppose the forced unionization of federal, state, 
county and municipal employees? 

Will you support amendments to the Federal Electioi 
Campaign Act to prohibit the us& of compdsory union duo 
and fees for political causes and candidates m s e d  by unia 
members? 
Will you oppose so-called “anti-double breasting” legislatioi 
that has, as its primary goal, to forcibly unionize employees o 
construction companies? 
Will you oppose legislation ?o weaken or destroy &c izatcl 
Act, which protects federal employws from onion politia 
coacion? 
Will you oppose legislation that would punish or require thi 
firing of employees who choose to work during a saike. an( 
give union officials the power to shut down businesses tha 
refuse to force their employees to pay union dues? 

Note: The National Right to Work Commit-, of course, endorses no candidates. We art? a nonpartisan organization. But 
we believe that you as a Right to Work supporter are entided to know which Candidates will support the right of every 
American to earn a living -Without having to pay union bosses for the privilege. 



The information b l o w  is helpful in explaining the 
questions on the reverse side of this form. 

A union. under present federal laws, is empowered to 
represent and bind all employees in a company’s bargaining 
unit - including employees who oppose the union and don’t 
want its “services.” 

This monopoly bargaining power, generally described as 
“exclusive bargaining rights,” deprives employees of their right 
to bargain for themselves. Union officials fought for this power 
and refuse to give it up: yet they complain they are “unfairly 
burdened by the legal obligation“ to represent nonmembers. 

Such complaints are intended to pave the way for compelling 
fmancial support from so-called “free riders” for representation 
.they do not want. 
i.. The f ~ n g  of workers who refuse to pay union dues and/or 
,fees is explicitly sanctioned by both the National Labor 
;Relations Act and the National Railway Labor Act 
j . :  Section 7 of the NLRA, for example. stipulates that 
employem shall have “the right to refrain” from participating in 
b i o n  activities “except to h e  extent that such right may be 
-izffected by an agreement requiring membership in a labor 
:&ganization . .  .~ as a condition of employment.” 

~. The problem of compulsory unionism was created by 
-. Congress. .. It will not be solved until Congress repeals the 
%xisting federal authorizations of compulsory unionism. 

In 21 states. wage eamers - except those covered by the 
... National Railway Labor Act - are shielded from compufsoty 
itnionism by Right to Work laws. 
7.~1 The Florida guarantee is typical of these laws, saying, ‘The 
right of persons to work shall not be denied or abridged on 
account of membership or nonmembership in any labor union or 
labor organization.” 

The authority of states to adopi and enforce such laws is 
dfmed by Section 14@) of the Taft-Hartley amendments to 
the National Labor Relations Act. 

Extortion, as a technique, is extremely useful to union 
officials in obtaining such demands as compulsory union shops, 
“agency” shops, compulsory hiring halls and irrevocable dues 
checkaff clauses. 

W e  most criminal law is administered at the state and local 
level, some criminal activities (including extortion), which 
obstruct interstate commerce, have been deemed by Congress to 
be so important that they should be covered by federal statutes. 

As the federal law currently stands, union officials have 
unique special immunities from prosecution for threatening to 
commit or committing felonies - such a s  murder, 
manslaughter. maiming, arson, aggravated property destruction. 
explosives or firearms offenses, etc. - to obtain collective 
bargaining demands. 

For the past several years, Congress h a s  been confronted by 
bills designed to authorize the forced unionization of public 
employees at various levels of government. 

Several of these proposals are aimed at state. county and 
municipal employees and would nullify existing state laws 
which shield public employees from union coercion. 

Other bills would suip postal workers and other federal 
employees of the freedom of choice guaranteed by the Postal 
Reorganization Act of 1970 and executive orders dating back to 

. .  , . .  . .  
! 

.~ 

. .  

.. . . .  . .  . .. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

the administration of Resident John F. Kennedy. 

Labor unions are the only private organization in the U.S. 
which can legally force individuals to pay dues into their 
treasuries. 

The Federal Election Campaign Act (FECA) prohibiLs union 
officials from giving any of these dues dollars directly to a 
candidate for federal office. 

At the same time, FECA permits union officids to use 
workers’ compulsory dues dollars for “in-kind” political 
spending on goods and services to elect candidates for federal 
offices. 

These “in-kind” expenditures are in addition to union PAC 
contributions; they are seldom - if ever - documented or 
reported to the Federal Election Commission. 

No official statistics for total union “in-kind” expenditures 
are available. But Labor columnist Victor Riesel estimated that 
this so-called “soft money” amounted to 10 times more than 
what union PACs gave in cash contributions. Based on ihat 
yardstick, union “soft money” in 1990 exceeded $350 million. 

In recent years, legislation has been introduced in Congress 
to automatically impose union representation upon workers of 
nonunionized companies which have even the slightesi 
economic links to unionized companies. 

Even though the nonunionized and the unionized companies 
each perfom separate and distinct work, !he compulsoly union 
contract would be automatically imposed upon the nonunion 
workers. without even the show of an election conducted by the 
National Labor Relations Board to determine worker support. 

The “anti-double breasting” legislation would also encourage 
Common Situs picketing by permitting union organizers to use 
a dispute with a single subcontractor as an excuse to picket and 
shut down all the other subcontractors at a job site. 

Legislation has been introduced repeatedly in Congress to 
loosen the 50-year-old Hatch Act’s restrictions against partisan 
political activity by federal employees. 

Federal union officials now wield monopoly bargaining 
power over federal employees, which makes union offici& the 
sole conduit for civil servants in col lec~ve bargaining and 
grievance situations. 

Current proposals to weaken the Hatch Act lack explicit 
prohibitions against the use of monopoly bargaining power to 
coerce civil servants into supporting federal union officials’ 
political agenda. 

Legislation has been introduced in Congress that would 
prevent employers from hiring permanent replacement workers 
during a strike. 

The bill’s provisions would also penalize workers who 
choose not to sfrike by giving preferential, pose-strike hiring 
privileges to strikers. 

Since an employer is unlikely to find employees who will 
work during a violent smke under these conditions, employers 
would be forced to cave in to every demand by union officials 
-- including the demand that workers who refuse to pay union 
dues be fired. 
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U.S. Senate 
QuostlcnsU: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  

Richard Stallinss-D - - - - -  - - - -  
1208) 336-1992 
Dirk Kempthorne-R 
1208) 336-0092 

Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y 

us. House of RepR?sentativ@s 
QuasUcnsil: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 6  

D W l a t  1 
Larry LaRocco-D - - - - - - - - -  
Rachel Gilbert-R Y Y Y Y Y  Y Y Y Y  

D m -  2 
J.D. Williams-D - - - - - - - - - 
Michael Crapo-R Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y  

Key: 
Y =Yes 
N =No - =NoRespons@ 

1. Do you believe an employee who does not want the “savices” 
of a labor union should have the right to refuse to accept that 
union as his exclusive repmnutive. which federal law now 
forces him to accept? 

2. Wa you support repeal of the provisions in federal laws which 
authorize compuhry unionism? 

3. Do you favor preservation of Section 14@) of the Taft-Hanley 
Act, which authorizes state Right to Work laws? 

4. Would you support legislation to end the special immunity 
union officials presently enjoy from prosecution under the 
federal antiextortion statute? 

5. Will you oppose the forced unionization of federal, state, 
county and municipal employees? 

6. Will you support amendments to the Federal Election 
Campaign Act to prohibit the use of compulsory union dues 
and fees for politid causes and candidates opposed by union 
members? 

7. Will you oppose so-called “anti-double breasting” legislation 
that has. as ils primary goal. to forcibly unionize employees of 
consauction companies? 

8. Will you oppose legislation to weaken or destroy the Hatch 
Act, which protects federal employees from union poiitid 
coetcion? 

9. Will you oppose legislation that would punish or r e q u b  the 
firing of employees who choose to work during a strike. and 
give union officials the power to shut down b-usinesses that 
refuse to force their employees to pay union dues? 

Note: The National Right to Work Committee. of course. endorses no candidates. We are a nonpartisan organization. But 
we believe that you as a Right to Work supporter are entitled to know which candidates will support the right of every 
America11 to earn a living -without having to pay union bosses for the privilege. 
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NIL4227 PG1&2 "NH" SUkVEY TARGET SPECIAL JOB#NRL4227 CEO0 CINDI 10-19-92 3:OO 
X X ; : X X X X X X X X M X X x x x ~  
xxxjou(xxxxxxxxWUOU000UUU[9U(XXXXXXX 
~ X X X X  

Dear XXXXXXXXXX XXXXXYXXXXXXXXXWUUI: 

What do Democrat John Rauh and Republican Judd Gragg -- who are 
They have bo th  actively opposed Riqht to Work th is  year.  

A t  least John Rauh has the honesty to admit it. He endorsed 

both vying to be your next U . S  Senator -- have in coimon? 

compulsory unionism on h i s  1992 Right to Work Candidate Survey. 

B u t  Judd Cregg may be trying to snow you about his past record on 

Of "ne major candidates for the New Hampshire Senate seat, Only 

Right t n  ;:ark -- and even about his current position. 

Independent Larry Brady has had the q t s  to consistently etand U p  
against Organized Labor's political machine. 

Just 8 months ago, Governor Gregg almost single-handedly washed 
??-e N;., Flampshire Right to Work bill pending a t  that time ih the New 
HarnpahLr. -'?use of Representatives. To kill the bill, he twisted the 
armn of clozchs of Republican representatives who had previously 
supported Right to Work. 

l e  o n l y  a vote or t w o  shy of enacting I t a  entire political agenda, his 
track record on Right to Work is of especially grave concern. 

he did this past year a s  governor, our nation could face economy- 
paralyzing strikes, and higher inflation and taxes. 

Caniiiclate Survey to nail down his poaition en specific pieces of 
forccd-unionism legislation -- Governor Gregg refused to answer. 
thousands of Now Hampshire citizens deluged his office with postcard0 
and phone calls urging him to support Right to Work. 

Since Mr. Gregg is favored to win the Senate race, and Big Labor 

If Governor Greyg supports compulsory unionism in tho Senate a6 

Way back on July 17, I sent Governor Gregy a Right to Work 

So I sent Judd Gregg a copy of the survey July 31. And you and 

Again, he refused to respond. 

I sent a second copy of the survey September 30, and reported Et'. 
You put so much heat on Governor Cregg for hi8 Gregg's actions again. 

arrogant refusal to level with you about h i s  Right to work record, he 
was r'u& to respond. 

,.., 



Governor Gregg started mailing o u t  copies o f  his survey answars 
to our members, who sent them on to me. In an accompanying letter, ha 
implied he returned his survey weeks ago, and claimed he has ibZCLf2 
supported Right to Work, He even accused @ o f  "gro9sI.y 
misropresenting" & position OA forced unionism. 

Gregg was 100% correct. 

~ 

' 

Just the opposite. Everything 1 reported to you about Governor 

I 
~ According to the Manchester Ynion , the New Hampshire AFL- 
I CIO Political Director has bean crowing all year about how Mr. Grcgg 
1 

~ i bill ( R . B .  1432) 211-134. 

, 
~ : l h Q A a e t o  anu mt: to wor k b i l l  t h a t  came to h i s  desk. 

did the union bosses' dirty work for them by killing the Right to Work 

, ;i . .  . .  
And in 1989 he aesured the New Hampshire AFC-CIO convention that 

; 
, :. 

$ >  : 

. .  Even on his tardy survey response (which 1 st i l l  have not 

.. ;I~ . --  B i g  Labor's monopoly bargaining privileges, which force union-boss 
i'."rcprescntation" . .  ,. ., on workers who don' t want it. 

::-If so, why did  he k i l l  ta Right to Work law for New Hampshire? Why 
b w o u l d  ho vvtc to give out-of-state workers the rights he denied to hi6 

'received from him), Mr. Gregg endorses tho root of compulsory UAiQniSm 

~. .. . ~ . .  , .  . .  

And he also claims he'll support a National Right to Work law. 

own constituents? Very curio,us indeed. 

One thing's for a w e .  If Judd Gregg becomes a U . S .  Senator, he 
needs to remamber that his paat support for compulsory unionism 
sparked a firestorm of constituent anger, ThatKs the only way to skop 
him from doing it again, if he wins h ie  campaign. 

... . . .  . .  .... . 

.. ~ -. - .. . I ;,i . -  

That'a why I ' m  asking you to take three actions immediately. 

First, call Governor Gregg at 626-1212 and urge h i m  to publicly 
apologize for killing your Right to Work law. 
on Governor Gregg, you C ~ A  force  hlm to prove his gro€easod conversion 
i~ gel.. .::':e by opposing forced unionism in the Senate. 

Right to Work position. And, don't leave out Independent Larry Brady. 
Ne's under major preeaure to back off from h i s  support far Right to 
Work. Call him at 641-5900 and encourage him not to buckle. 

If you put enough heat 

Then, call John Rauh a t  644-5552 and Insist he Change hit: anti- 

Sincerely, 

Reed Laraon 

P . S .  A l s o  call .  leading gubernatorial  candidate Steve MerrilL at 
627-9292. He says he supports Right to Work "in principle." 
Urge him to support it in practice next year, if elected. Tell 
him not to kill t h e  New Hampshire Right to Work bill the way 
Governor G r e g g  d1.i Ynia year. 
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U.S. Senate 
QueaUonsiY: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

Judd G?eqq-R* - Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y  
1603) 626-1212 
John Rauh-0 N N N - N N N N N  
( 6 0 3 )  595-9353 

I6031 641-5900 
Larry Brady-I Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y  

us. House of Representatives 
auestions#: 1 z 3 4 5 s 7 8 9 

Ddntriat 1 
Bill Z e l i f f - R  Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y  
Bob Preston-D 

nLex3.e 2 
Dick Swett-D - - - - - - - - -  
Bill Hatch-R Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y  

- - - - -  - - - -  

* Governor Judd Gregg‘s a c t u a l  survey response has s t i l l  not 
:?been received by t h e  Committee. However, t h e s e  responses a r e  
c k r i v e d  . ._ from t h e  survey he  i s  d i s t r i b u t i n g  t o  New Hampshire 

Right t o  Work Supporters  and is claiming t o  have s e n t  t o  us. Candidates for  Governor on back 

Survey Questions 

1. Do you believe an employee who does not want the “services“ 
of a labor union should have the right to refuse to accept that 
union as his exclusive representative, which federal law now 
form him to accept? 

2. Will you support repeal of the provisions in federal laws which 
authorize compulscxy unionism? 

3. Do you favor preservation of Section 140) of the Taft-Hartley 
Act which authorizes slate Right to Work laws? 

4. Would you support legislation to end the special immunity 
union officials presently enjoy from prosecution under the 
federal antiextonion statute? 

5 .  Will you oppose the forced unionization of federal. state, 
county and municipal employees? 

6. Will you support amendments to the Federal Election 
Campaign Act to prohibit &$e use of compulsory union dues 
and fees for political causes and candidates opposed by union 
members? 

7. Will you oppose so-called “antidouble breasting” legislation 
that has, as its primary goal, to forcibly unionize employees of 
construction companies? 

8. Will you oppose legislation to weaken or denny the Hatch 
Act, which protects federal employees from union political 
coercion? 

9. Will you oppose legislation that would punish or require the 
firing of employees who choose to work during a strike, and 
give union officials the power to shut down businesses that 
refuse to force their employees lo pay union dues? 

~ 

Note: The National Right u] Work Committee. of course. endorses no candidam. We are a nonpartisan organization. But 
we believe that you as a Right to Work supporter axe entided to know which candidates will support the right of every 
American to earn a living - without having to pay union bosses for the privilege. 



I ! 
1. 

2. 

3. 

Will you support enactment of a state Right to Work law by Ihe New Hampshire kgislaaue? 

Will you support the repeal of monopoly bargaining privileges union officids c m e d y  have over public employes? 

Will you oppose so-called "agemy shop" legislation m the public seclor? 

sewin Newton- R 
16 Grove Sneet 
Milford 03055 . .  :.. 

f & a P  . _ .  Q Q i t a  - - - C d V i n w a l b m - L  
t l l t t 2 f l l  
Y Y Y StevcMarill-R 

50 phillippe Cote St. 
Manchester 03101 Raymond BO77 

P.O. Box 365 

&ius Fsterg- R _ - _  Deoorah Amesen- D B B B MiPiamLuce-L Y Y Y  
m e n 1  03031 orford 03777 wmam moa l1PLondOndcar). 
P.O. Box 1133 RR 1, Box 42 

Edward Duponr. Jr.- R _ _ .  
5 W a n i c w  Drive 
k-mbesta 03867 

N m a n  D'Amours- D _ - _  
135 Chase Way 
Manchester 03104 

Ned Helms- D N N N  Ekkth Hager- R _ _ _  
TAuburn Soeer P.O.  BO^ i7ao 
e n c o r d  __ (n301 Manchester 03105 

.. - 
k?.Z 
.~ . :. : . : :  . .  

, ..~ 



I U.S. Senate 
I 

Questions#: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7  8 9 
Judd Greqg-R* - Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y  
(603) 626-1212 

l John Rauh-D N N N - N N N N N  
(603) 595-9353 
Larry Brady-I Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y  
(6031 641-5900 

US. House of Representatives 
QuestionsI: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 6 9  

DiBtrict  IL 
Bill Zellff-R Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y  
Bob P r e s t o n - D  

mntriof 2 
Dick S w e t t - D  - - - - - - - - -  
Bill Hatch-R Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y  

- - - - - - - - - 
Key: 
Y =Y-?s 
N =No - =NoResponse 

/:; : 

. ~. ..~ . 
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*‘;&overnor Judd Gregg’s a c t u a l  survey response has  s t i l l  not 
,,been . .  received by t h e  Committee. However, t h e s e  responses a r e  
?:-&rived , I  : from t h e  survey he i s  d i s t r i b u t i n g  t o  N e w  Hampshire 
‘:-Right t o  Work Supporters  and is claiming t o  have s e n t  t o  us. .. 

C a n d i d a t e s  f o r  Governor on back 

1. Do you believe an employee who does not want the “services” 
of a labor union should have the right to refuse to accept that 
union as his exclusive representative. which federal law now 
forces him (0 accept? 

?. Will you support repeal of the provisions in federal laws which 
authorize compulsory unionism? 

3. Do ybu favor preservation of Section 14@) of the Taft-wanley 
Act, which authorizes state Right to Work laws? 

1. Would you support legislation to end the special immunity 
union officials presently enjoy from prosecution under the 
federal antiextortion statute? 

j. Will you oppose the forced unionization of federal, state, 
county and municipal employees? 

Will you support amendments to the Federal Election 
Campaign Act to prohibit the use of compulsory union dues 
and fees for political causes and candidates opposed by union 
members? 
Will you oppose so-called “anti-double brasting” legislation 
that has, as its primary goal. to forcibly unionize employees of 
construction companies? 

Will you oppose legislation to weaken or destroy che Hatch 
Act, which protects federal employees from union political 
coercion? 
Will you oppose legislation that would punish or require the 
firing of employees who choose to work during a strike. and 
give union officials the power to shut down businesses that 
refuse (0 force their employees to pay union dues? 

Note: The National Right to Work Committee, of course, endorses no candidates. We are a nonpartisan organization. But 
we believe that you as a Right to Work supporter are entitled to know which candidates will support the right of every 
American to earn a living - without having to pay union bosses for the privilege. 



1. 

2. 

3. 

Will you support enacunent of e state Right to Work law by h e  New Hampshire Legislature? 

Will you support the repeal of monopoly bargaining privileges Mion officials Cumntly have o v a  public mployees? 

Will you oppose so-called "agmcy shop" legislation in the public sector? 
I .I 

Mcrvin Newwn- R 
f6Crove Street 
Milford 03055 

&*ius Fisteag- R 
p.0. Box 1233 
Amhent 0303 1 

h a r d  Dupont. Jr.- R 
5:Wesniew Drive 
Rochester 03867 

Efizabeth Hager- R 
5-Auburn Sheel 
concord 03301 

. .  . .  

1 - .  
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aa1U Calvin Warbunon- L . . -  
P.O. Box 365 

Q t a P  - _ _  dtlPP 
Y Y Y SleveMenill-R 

50 Phillip Core St. 
Manchester 03101 Raymond 03077 

- . -  Deborah Amurn- D B B B MkiamLuw-L Y Y Y  
RR 1. Box 42 ll0Londonde Rod 
orford 03717 wffldhnm 0303 

- - - NmanD'Amours-D . _ -  
135 Chase Way 
Mmchester 03104 

P.O. Box 1780 
Manchester 03105 

_ _ -  Ned Helms- D N N N  



1. 

2. 

3. 

Will you suppon enactment of a state Right IO Work Inw by the New Hampshire Legislnnue? 

Will you sugpon !he npeal of monopoly h g & g  privileges Union officjals ~ n c l l l l y  have over public employees? 

Wiu you oppose socdled % g m y  shop" legislarim in the public sector? 

sbth Hagu- R 
ub;n Sueel 
IC& 03301 . .  . .  .. . 

es for Governor 

a a a  
Y Y Y SteveMarill-R 

50 mpFe core St 
M m h a t n  03101 

RR I, Box 42 
Orford 03777 

- - -  DeborahAmesen-D 

_ _ -  N~rmm D ~ O W S -  D 
135 Chase Way 
Manchester 03104 

- _ -  Ned Helms- D 
P.O. Box 1780 
Manchester 03105 

i:o. Box 365 
Raymond 03077 

B B B MiriamLuce-L Y Y Y  
110 Londondcny Road 
windham 03087 

- - _  
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U.S. Senate 
Questions#: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  

Judd Greg¶-R’ - Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y  
(603) 626-1212 
John Rauh-D N N N - N N N N N  
(6031 595-9353 
Larry Brady-I Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y  
(603) 641-5900 

U.S. House of Representatives 
Questions#: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 ! 3  

-a. 1 
Bill Zeliff-R Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y  
Bob Preson-D - - - - - - - - -  
n h t z i u t 2  
Dick Sweet-D - - - - - - -  
Bill Harch-R Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y  

uey: 
‘K =Yes 
N =NO .. =NoWesponse 

I I 

. .  .. ~, 

.. .. .. . . .  . .  - .  ..~ 

* Governor Judd Gregg‘s actual survey response has still not .. . .  . .  . .  .. .. . been received by the Committee. However, these responses are 
~. . . . .  I:. . . .  derived from the survey he is distributing to New Hampshire . ..~. 

Right to Work Supporters and is claiming to have sent to us. Candidates for Governor on back 

1. Do you believe an employee who does not want the “services” 
of a labor union should have the right to refuse to accept that 
union as his exclusive representative, which federal law now 
forces him to accept? mernkers? 

WiU you support repeal of the provisions in federal laws which 
authorize comuukow unionism? 

6. Will you support amendments io the Federal Election 
Campaign Act to prohibit the use of compulsory union dues 
and fees for political causes and candidates opposed by union 

will YOU oppose so-called “anti-double breasting” legisiation 
that has, as i s  primary goal, to forcibly unionize employees of 

2. 7. 
- .  

construction companies? 
8. Will you oppose legislation to weaken or destroy the Hatch 

Act. which protects federal employees from union pc!itical 
wercion? 

3. Do you favor preservation of Section 14@) of the Taft-Hartley 
Act. which authorizes s w  Right to Work laws? 

1. Would you support legislation to end the special irnmunily 
union officials presently enjoy from prosecution under the 
federal anti-extortion statute? 9. Will you oppose legislation that would punish or require the 

firinn of emolovees who choose to work during a strike. and 
5. Will you oppose !he forced unionization of federal, state, 

munty and municipal employees? 
giveunion Offihls the power to shut down tkinesses’ that 
refuse Io force their employees u) pay union dues? 

Note: The National Right to Work Committee. of course. endorses no candidates. We are a nonpanisan organization. But 
we believe that you as a Right to Work supponer are entided to know which candidates will suppon the right of every 
American to earn a living - without having to pay union bosses for the privilege. 



1. 

2. 

3. 

WiU you support enactmat of a state Right to Work law by the New Hampshire Legislame? 

WiU YOU support the repeal of monopoly bsrgeining pivrivilega mim officials currently have over public employees? 

Will you oppose so-cdlcd “agmcy shop“ legislation in chz public xctor? 

Mavin Newcon- R 
16 Grove Street 
btilfwd .. 0305‘ 

Edwkd Dupollr Jr.- R 
5 Wesniew Drive 
Rc&c.sla 03167 ... .~ 

El&&& Hag=- R 
5 Ais& Street 
Conbrd 03301 

.- . 

.~~ : :  .~ 

.. . ~. ..~. ... 

.. . . .  ..: . . ~  . .  

idates for Governor 

aiMP 
Y Y Y SteveMeniU-R 

P.O. Box 365 
Raymond 0077 

- - - M A m e s e n - D  B B B MiriamLuce-L Y Y Y  
RR 1. Box 42 
o r f o r d  03717 Windham 03087 

135 Chase Way 
Manchester 03104 

P.O. Box 1780 
ManchatElO3105 

110 Londonderry Road 

- - -  NOI-IIIM D’Amours- D - - .  

Y Positive Response 
_ _ _  Ned Helms- D N N N  



. .  

.~ ~ ..~. . .  . .  ..... .... _ *  Governor Judd Greqq 
.’ been received bv th 

US. Senate 
Questions# 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  

%/ - Y y Y Y Y Y Y Y  
Judd G r e q g - R *  
(603) 626-1212 

N N N - N N N N N  

Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y  

U.S. House of Representatives 
Questions# 1 2 3 4 5  6 7  8 9 

aLtziat 1 
Bill Zeliff-R Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y  
Bob Preston-0 - - - -  - - - - -  
D M r M 2  
Dick Suett-D 
9ill Hatch-R 

I a c t u a l  survey response ha s t i l l  not  
.~~~~ Committee. However, t hese  responses are 
!:~- .. . 
, . =  

. .  . .  
derived from t h e  survey he is d i s t r i b u t i n g  t o  N e w  Hampshire 
Right t o  Work Supporters and i s  claiming t o  have sen t  t o  us. 2 . .  

Key: 
Y =Yes  I N =NO 

I I - =NoResponse 
~ ~~~~~~ 

Candida tes  for Governor on back 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

Do you believe an employee who does not want Ihe “services” 
of a labor union should have the right to refuse to accept that 
union as his exclusive representative. which federal law now 
forces him to accept? 

Will you support repeal of the provisions in federal laws which 
authorize compulsory unionism? 

Do you favor preservation of Section 14&) of the Taft-Hartley 
Act, which authorizes state Right to Work laws? 

Would you suppor~ legislation to end the special immunity 
union officials presently enjoy from prosecution under l e  
federal anti-extonion statute? 

Will you oppose the forced unionization of federal, state, 
county and municipal employees? 

Will you support amendments to the Federal Election 
Campaign Act to prohibit b e  use of compulsory union dues 
and fees For political causes and candidates opposed by union 
members? 
Will you oppose socalled “antidouble breasting” legislation 
th;u has. as its primary goal, to forcibly unionize employees of 
construction companies? 
Will you oppose legislation to weaken or destroy the Hatch 
Act, which protects federal employees from union political 
cmrcion? 
Will you oppose legislation that would pullisn or require the 
firing of employees who chwse to work during a strike. and 
give union officials the powcr to shut down businesses thai 
refuse lo force their employees to pay union dues? 

Note: The National Right to Work Committee, of course. endorses no candidam. We are a nonpartisan or&mization. But 
we believe that you as a Right to Work supporter are entilled IO know which candidades will s u p p t  the righe of e v q  
American to earn a living - without having to pay union bosses for the privilege. 



As the second biggest recipient of union-boss political cash 
in the entire U . S .  House of Representatives, Congressman Owens 
helped pass Ted Kennedy’s Pushbutton Strike bill (H.R. 5/S. 55). 
The Strike bill failed with only one vote to spare in the Senate. 
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National Right to Work Committee 9 8001 Braddock Road Springfield, Virginia 22160 (800) 325-7892 * FAX (703) 321 -7342 

The following pages are for: 
L:’. 

, .. . .. ... . . .  

,A ,*//e5 ui Individual: O d d 4  A i: .: 
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Comments: 
This fax message is in- 
tended only for the per- 
sonal and confidential 
use of the addressee(s) 
or the designated recipi- 
ent(s) named above. It 
may contain information 
that is privileged, conlil 
dential or exempt from 
disciasxe under applica- 
ble law. If you are not the 
intended recipient, you 
are hereby notified that 
you have received this 
document in error and 
that any use, review, dis- 
semination, distribution, 
or copying of this mes- 
sage is strictly prohibited. 
If you have received this 
communication in error, 
please notify us immedi- 
ately by telephone and 
return the original mes- 
sage lo us by US. mail at 
the address above. 
Thank you. 
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Dear XXXXXMXXXXXXXXXXX: 

I 
I'm wrfting you a personal letter today because I'm very 

concerned about how Congressman Wayne Owens will vote on 
compu1eory;unioniem legislation if he becomes Utah's next U . S .  
Senator. 

if, ae a U . S .  Senator, Wayne Owene continues to vote to hand 
' compuleory-pionism powers to Big Labor, U t a h  will suffer. And 
i so will the ent ire  nation. 

Until now, Congreesman Owens hae voted with the union 

- And in 1990, Mr. Owens voted twice in the House to allow 
L- government union chieftains to declare open season on harassing 

2.9 million federal employees and thousands o f  U.S. taxpayers to 
support the union political machine by repealing the Hatch A c t .  
Big Labor came just  two votes shy of corralling enough senatora t o  
override President Bush's veto and gut the 53-year-old law. 

Mr. Owons'a vote in the Senate could put Big Labor over the 
top on these and countless other union-boss power g r a b s .  

Orgeilized Labor is within 
our federal gover.ment. If th 
Utah and juet two other Senate 
column (and poseibly the White e l l ) ,  Mr. O w e n s  could 
caat  the key Senate vote to enact the entire union-boss political 
agenda into law. 

He could vote to destroy Utah's cherished Right to Work l a w  
by abolishing Section 14(b) of the Taft-Hartley Act, enact the 
Puehbutton Strike b i l l ,  repeal the Hatch Act, and force all 
govornmont employees to pay union dues to swell B i g  Labor's 
political. and organizing coffere. 

phone calls, letters and postcards. Thousands of: angry Utah 
citizens are urging him to support Right to Work. 

That's why I ' v e  urged you to  inundate Congressman Owens with 



But Congreaeman Owens continues to etonewall. Your protests 
~ tJue11\ Lu trtl falllLIy U l l  thas ear&. 

Why is Wayne Owens ignoring you and the rest o f  the huge 
majority of Utah citLzens who opp y uni oni sm? 

Union operatives have atu€fed i n t o  h i s  campaigns 
for theeenate d w 

And that cash is only the tip of the iceberg. Union 
political pros have probably dumped tan times that into 
Congressman Owens's campaigne in the form of "soft money" -- 
partisan get-out-the-vote drives, phone banks, and full-time 
,paid "volunteer f4Xj --cc--. 

1 :-.' 
So while Congressman Owens is refusing to tel , .. . ~.. . . .  

~. '%upporters h i s  position on forc 
-&~~ ' l l  vote any way they say. I 
. .  ,arrangement. He votes their wb 
..~  and Fiannkn cnmpnigns with force 
tiqorkers. . .~ .. 

j PZeaao call Congressman Ow 
3 1 m  to repudiate his support fo 
:howls and scream5 Can make Cong 
relationship with Blg Labor. 

Tell Congreslsman Owens you won't stand fer h i s  political 
dirty pool of t ak ing  Big Labor backroom payoffs -- while he 
stonewalls Utah citizene. Tell him he's not fooling mvb ody, and 
urge him to stop voting to force workers to pay union dues. 

respond to h i e  survey 100% Right to Work. 

.. . . .  . 
I i  

I 

.-. . .  .. . ... 

.. . 
! . j  . , .  

On the other hand, Mr. Owenshopgonent, Bob Bennett, 

Mr. Bennett has promised to help ~&Q.Q Ted Kennedy'~ 
Puahbutton Strike bill, fiqht €or tougher enforcement of the 
Supreme Court's ban on the Use of forced duos €Or polltlcs, 
oppose effort8 t o  rewire public servants to pay union dues, and 
crack down on strike violence. 

goons t o  renounce hi8  Right to Work support. 
t e l l  Mr. Bennett not. to back down. 

However, Mr. Bennett is under intense pteasure from union 
It's vital that you fdl-5al-f5s 

Please call him at-- e and tell him the people of Utah support his pledge. 

Sincerely, 

Reed tarson 

P.S. Congressman Wayne Owens must feel the heat from concerned 
-------- citizens like you to stop voting to force workers to gay 

union dues. 
Senate battle, when he is most likely to mend his Waehington 

Nowdis the time, in the face of a tough U.S. 

Please c a l l  him today. 2 



As the second biggest recipient of union-boss political cash 
in the entire U.S. House of Representatives, Congressman Owens 
helped pass Ted Kennedy's Pushbutton Strike bill (H.R. §/§. 55). 
The Strike b i l l .  failed with only one vote to spare in the Senate. 



" x2mummm- 

Dear P: 
1 ' 1 n  wri t ing  you a personal letter today because I'm very 

concerned about how Senator Harry Reid will vote  on compulsor 
uiiioiiium 1eylelaLlon if Navalf vote h i i n  another t w i n  

I f  Senator R e i d  continues t o  vote  to 
. .  ri:. uxiloniem yowsrn to B i g  Labor, Nevada w L l l  
G- ~. : -  the e n t i r e  nat ion.  

. .  .~ ..  

. .  ... . .  . .  . .  . . .  .. . 
Until now, Senator R e i d  has voted w i t h  the union hferarchy 

~ and aga ins t  ind iv idua l  freedom €or workers and small businesses . .  
almost every time, 

Harry Reid is one 
carriers in the Soaats. 

-. '. . #onnedy try to ram his 
== 'i. through the  Senate. Th 

And in 1990. M r .  R 
ill: chieftain8 t o  dec la re  8 

7 

... . .  . .. 

.. .. . 

. ,  .. . 

.~ 

' _  federal amployass and thoueande of U.6. taxpayere to mpport the 
un ion  p o l i t i c a l ~ m a c h i n e  b y  repeal ing t h e  Hatch Act. 4 7  
Big Labor came just two votes shy of c o r r a l l i n g  enough senators  
to ' -overr ide Preaident Bush' s veto and gut t he  53-year-old law. 

M r .  Reid's vote  i n  the  Senate could put Big Labor over the  
top on Cham and count less  other union-boss power graba. 

Oruanized Labor I s  within a whiskor of  total cont ro l  over 

ads our f ede ra l  government. 
Nevada and j u s t  two other Senate d into B i g  Labor' s vote 
column land ~ o a s i b l v  t h e  'White House as well), M r .  Reid could 

If the union political machine sweeps 

cast: tho kef Senate-vote t o  enact  the ent i re .  union-boss political 
agenda into law. 

He could vote t o  destroy Nevada's cherished Right  to Work 
law by abolishing Section 14(b) of the Taft-Hartley A c t ,  enact: 
t h e  Parlshbutton S t r i k e  bill, repeal the Hatch Act ,  and fo rce  all 
government employeee t o  pay union dues to swell. Big Labor's 
political and organieing coffers. 

That's why I ' v e  urged you to inundate, Senator Reid with  
phone calls, le t ters  and postcards. Thousand6 o f  angry Nevada 
c i t i z e n s  are urging him to support Right to Work. 



But Senator Reid co UBB to stonewall. Your t e s t s  B e e m 8  
to be f a l l i n g  on deaf eara. 

majority o f  Nevada citizens who opppse compulsory unionism? 
Why ie Harry Reid ignoring you and the rest of the huge 

- LO07rsso 
Union operatives have atuffed X X X X X X X X X  i n t o  his campaigns 

And that cash ie only the t i p  of the iceberg. Union 
political pros have probably dumped ten times that into Senator 
Reid'e campaign8 in the form of "soft money" -- partisan get-out- 
tho vote drivs3, phona banIra, and paid "voluntocro. I' 

... So while Senator Reid is refusina to tell Riaht to Work .n. K.  , .  .. .?-:.supporters . .  .. his poaition on forced unionism, unionrPobbyists know 
;:&e'll vote any way they say. It's a simple ( i f k c a z y )  deal. H e . 
. . ~  ;;.votes their w a  
'~lduee stolen fr 

ns with forced-union- * @  4-b 

i! L -. Please c a l l  Senator Reid now a t  ( - X X H  and urge him 
:=;to . .  repudiate h i s  support for forced unionism. Only howls 
'''and screams can make Senator Reid renounce his cozy relationship 
. .  . .  

;with Big Labor. 

'p~ol of taking B i g  Lnhor h c k r n m  payoffs -- whi 1 e 

, iii 

.i 

il_ 

I i=J ' 
XNevada citizens. Tell him he's not foolin 
S t o  stop voting to force workers to pay uni 

Tell Senator Reid you won't stand for his poli 

On the other hand, Mr. Reid's opponent, Demar D a h t ,  U 

Mr. D a h l  ha5 promised ' t ~  help Tad K,ermedy's Pushbutton 

rospond to h i s  survey 100% R i g h t  to Work. 

Strike bill, fight for toughor enforcement of tho Supreme Court 
ban on the use of forced due8 f o r  politics, oppose efforts to 
roquire public servants to pay union dues, and crack down on 
ertriko violence. 

u 
However, Mr. Dahl ie, under intense pressure Erom union goons 

Please call him at (M) d C j K x - M  and 
to renounce his Right to Work support. 
Mr. DRhl not to back down. 

I t ' s  vital that you tell 

tell him Nevada cbtizena support hie pledge. 70% a3q-w.sra 

Sincerely, 

Reed Lareton 

P.S. Senator Harry Reid must feel the heat from concerned citizens 
like you to stop voting to force workers to pay union dues. 
Now, in the face of tough U.S. Senate battle, le when he is 
moat likely to mend his Washington ways. Please call him 
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I'm writing you a personal letter today because I'm very 
concerned about how Congreesman Ben Nighthorse Campbell will vote 
on compulsory-unionism legislation i f  he becornea Colorado's next 
U.S. Senator. 

hand compulsory-unionism powers to Big Labor, Colorado will 
suffer. And so w i l l  the entire nation. 

hierarchy and against individual freedom for workers and ernall 
bueinsar%,r almost every time. 

As one of Big Labor'a most r e l i a b l e  water carriers in the 
W . S .  House of Representatives, Congresaman Campbell helped pass 
Ted Kennedy'e Puehbutton Strike bill (H.R. 5/S, 5 5 ) .  The Strike 
bill €ailed with only one vote to spare in the Senate. 

And in 1990, Mr, Campbell voted twice in the House to allow 
government union chieftains to declare open season on harassing 
2.9 million federal employees and thousands of U . S .  taxpayers to 
support the union p o l i t i c a l  machine by repealing the Hatch Act. 
Big Labor came just two votes shy of corralling eriough senators 
to ovexride President Bush's veto and gut the 53-year-old law. 

Mr. Campbell's vote in the Senate could put Big Labor over 
the top on these and countlesa other union-boas power grabs. 

Organized Labor is within a whieker oE total control. over 
our  federal government. If the union political machine sweepe 
Colorado and just kwo other Senate seats into Big Labor's vote 
column (imd possibly the White House as well), Mr. Campbell could 
caet the key Senate vote to enact the entire union-boss political 
agenda into law. 

H e  could vote  to destroy a l l  state Right to Work laws by 
abolishing Section 14(b) of the TaEt-Hartley Act ,  enact the 
Puehbutton S t r i k e  b i l l ,  repeal the Hatch A c t ,  and force all 
government employeep, to pay union dues to swell Big Labor's 
political and organizing coffers.  

That's why I've urged you to inundate Congressman Campbell 
with phone calls, letters and postcards. Thousands o f  angry 
Colorado citizens are urging him to suppa~t Right to Work. 

IF, as a U . S .  SenaLor. Ben Campbell continues to vote to 

Until now, Congreaaman Campbell has voted with the union 

! 

Z0'd Ud80:ZT 2667 'ET 130 ml8N : 01 



But 
protests 

Why 
majority 

Congressman C e l l  continues to stonew \ 

seem to be falling on deaf ears. 

is Ben Campbell ignoring you errad the rest o f  the huge 
of Colorado citizens who a ulsory unionism? 

Uhion operatives have stuffed $ma into hie campaigns 
for t h e  U.S. House and now the Senate. 

And that cash is only the tip of the iceberg. Union 
political pros have probably dumped ten times that into 
Congressman Campbell' a campaiana in the fortti uf I'softAmoneyw- * 

partisan get-out-the-vote drives, phons banke, and full-time pai 
"volunteers. I' 

So while Congressman Campbell i a  refusing to te 
Work supporters his posit ion on ed unionism, uni 
M o w  h e ' l l  vote any way t h e y  eta t ' ~  a lsirnpls (if 
arrangement. He votea their wa ey bankroll his  
and eenats campaigns with forced-union dues stolen from American 
workers. 

Please call Congressman Campbell at (303) 837-0565 and 
urge him to repudiate his support for forced unionism. Only 
howls and screams can make Cobgsesaman Campbell renounce his cozy 
relationship with B i g  Labor. 

Tell Congresernan Campbell you won't stand for hi3  political 
dirty pool of taking Big Labor backroom payoffs -- while he 
stonewalls Colorado citizens. 
and urge him to stop voting to force workers to pay union duea. 

Tell him he's not  fooling m, 

On the o the r  hand, Mr. Campbell's opponent, Terry Conaidine, 

Mr. Considlne has promised to help ~&QQ Ted Kennedy'a 

respond ts his survey 100% a Right to Work. 

Pushbutton Strike bill, fight for tougher enforcement ob the 
SuDrems Court's ban on the use) of forced dues for politics, 
oppose effucla to require public ocrvante to 
crack down on strike violence. 

However, Mr. Conaidine is under intense 
goons to renounce h i s  Right to Work support. 
tell Mr. Coneidins not to back down. Please 
757-2567 and tell him the people of Colorado 

Sincerelyr 

presaure from union 

c a l l  him at (303) 
support his pledge. 

It' B v i t a l  that you 

Reed Laraon 

P . S .  Congreseman Ben Nighthorse Campbell must feel the heat from 
concerned citizen8 like you to stop voting to Eorce workere 
to pay union dues. Now i s  the time, in Lhe face of a tough 
U . S .  Senate battle, when he is most likely to mend his 
Washington ways. Please call him today. 
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Dear P r  

cancernod about how Congressman Richard Stalling8 will vote on 
compulsory-unioniam legislation if he becomes Idaho's next U.S 
Senator. 

&I hand corngulaory-unionism powere to Big Labor, Idaho will 
Guffer. .. . And so will the entire nation. 

. ' .  Until now, Congressmen Stalling5 has voted w i t h  the union 
hierarchy and againat individual freedom for workers and small 
l$usinseaee . .. almost every time. 

i . i  Ae one of B i g  Labor's moet reliable water carriers in tho 
i;. 0.s. lfouse OP Reprsaentatlvea, Congraa~man~6tallingo hebpcd pneo 
_. :Red Kennedy'e Pushbutton Strike bil1pR.p /kS.SEi) .  The Strike 

I, 
':&ill failed w i t h  only one vote to sp re in WiTi-~e%&e??-.~. 
. .  . - -. 

!iqavernmenk unlon chieftains to declare open season 

I ' m  writing you a personal letter today because I ' n  very 

If, ea a U . S .  Senator, Richard Stallings continues to vote 

.. . . 
:;1 . .  

.. 
i- I j  : 

?z-- And in 1990, ~ r .  Stallings voted t w i c e  in tha ~ o u s e  to  allow 
haraeoing 

2.9 million federal employees and thousand6 of U . S .  taxpayers to 
eupport the union p o l i t i c a l  machine by repealing the Hatch A c t .  
B i g  Labor cane juef two votes shy of corralling enough senators to 
override Promident Bush's veto and gut the 53-year-old law. 

M r .  Stalling's vote i n  the Sonata could put Big Labor over 
the top on theas and countletm other 

Organized Labor i0 Within a 
our federal government. If the 

and jubt two other Senate 

S@& 

Idaho 
COlUIIUl (and poeeibly the White House as well), Mr. Stallings could 
cast the key Senate vote to enact the en t i r e  union-boss political 
agenda into Law. 

by abolishing Section 14(b) of the Taft-Hartley Act, enact the 
Pushbutton Str ike  bill, repeal the Hatch A c t ,  and force all 
government employees to pay union dues to swell B i g  Labor's 
political and organizing coffers. 

with phone c a l l e ,  letters and postcards. Thousand8 of angry 
Idaho citizens are urging him to support Right to Work. 

He could voce to destroy Idaho's hardwon Right to Work law 
- 

That'a why I've urged you to inundate Congreesman Stallings 



But Congressman Sta l  gs continues to stonewal 
proteats B e e m  to be fabblng on deaf ears. 

Why is Richard Stallings ignoring you end the lest of k h e  - huge major i ty  of Idaho citizens W 

Union operative8 have stuffe 
for the U.S. House and now the Se 

And that cash is anly the t i p  of the iceberg. Union 
political pros have probably dumped ton times that into 
Congressman Stallings's campaigns in the form of "soft money" -- 
partisan get-out-the-vote drives,  phone banks, and full-time 
paid volunteers". 

ulsory Unionism? 

nto h i s  campaigns 

I t  

.. ~ 

So while Congressman Stallings is refusing to t 
. .  '.;Work supportere hie position on foread unionism, uni 
::'know hell1 vota any way they say. It's a simple (iE 
f'iarrangemont. 

C--- workere. 

. .  . .  .. . 

.. . 

He votes their wayp-khey bankroll hia 
.and senate campaigns with forced-union dues s to len  from American 

Please call Congreseman Stallings at (303) 837-0565 and 
. .- . .  . .  

*. ? .. . . .  . .  

.urge h i m  to repudiate h i s  support for f ~ r c e d  unionism. Only yQ&z 
;: ._ howls and eccreams can make Congressman Stalling8 renounce his cozy 
?;relationship with Big L a b o r .  

Tell Congressman Stallings you won't stand €or his political 
d i r t y  pool of taking Big Labor backroom payoffs -- while he 
etonewalls Idaho citizens. Tell him h6'8 not fooling anv body 
and urge him to stop voting to force workers t o  pay union dues. 

O n  the other hand, Mr. Stalling's opponent, Dirk Kempthorno, 

Mr. Kempthorne has promised to help J&QQ Ted Kennedy's 
Puehbutton Strfka b i l l ,  fight for tougher enforcement of the 
Supreme Court's ban on the use of forced dues for politice, 
Q Q ~ O B O  sfforte to require public servants to pay union dues, and 
crack dawn on strike Violence. 

respond to his survey 100% Right to Work. 

Howaver, Mr. Kemgthorne i e  under intense pressure from union 
goons to renounce h i s  Rlght to Work support. It's vital that 

Kempthorne not to back down. Please c a l l  him at 
and tell him the people of Idaho support his pled 

Sincerely, 

Reed Lasson 

P.S. Congressman Richard Stallings must feel the heat from 
concerned citizens like you to stop voting to farce workers to 
pay union dues. Now is the time, in the face of a tough U.S. 
Senate battle, when he is most likely to mend hie  Waahington 
ways. Please call him today. 



I'm writing you a personal letter today because I ' m  very 

ompulsor~nloniam lsgislatlon If South Carolinian8 vote him 
concerned about how Senator Ernest Hollinge will vote on 

- another term. 

Sf Senator 
::unionism powera 
I--wi11 .. . the entire 

Until now. 

.-. 
i 

- 
. .  _ _  

Hollinqs cont inues  to vote to hand compulsor 
to Big Labor, South Carolina will suffer. 
nation. 

Senator Hollinas has voted with the union 

1 

 hierarchy . .  and aqainst individual freedom f o r  workers and small 
j :..busineeses .: almost every time. 

,:_advocate I n  the Senate. 

.~:Supreme Court 

. .  

. .  . _  . .  5.. : Senator Hollings has not e x a c t l y  been a Right to Work 

Just racently, he voted to block enforcement of the 1988 

. .  

= ... . .  . .  
i.; .- 

ban on the use o€ forced dues for politics. . .  . .  
:. .: .. . .. . ~ . .  ..3 And in 3990, Mr. Hsllings voted twice to allow governmsiit . . .. . 

union chieEtaine to declaxe open season on harassing 2 . 9  mil l ion 
foderal einployeeo and thousands of U . S .  taxpayers to support the 
union politicel machine by repealing the Hatch Act. Biq Labor 
came just two votes shy of corralling enough senators to override 
Preeidont Bush's vet nd gut the 53-year-old law. 

Mr. HollingB ote in the Senate could put Big Labor over 

Organized Labor is within a whisker of total control over 
If the union political machine sweeps 

the top on these and countless other union-boss power grabs. 

our federal government. 
South Carolina and just two other Senate seats  into Big tabor's 
vote  column (and possibly the White Houae as well), Mr. Hollinge, 
could cast the key Senata vote t o  enact the entire, union-bass 
political aganda into law. 

Ha could vote t o  destroy South Carolina's cherished Right t o  
Work law by abolishing Section 14(b) of the Taft-Hartley A c t ,  
enact the Pushbutton Strike bill, repeal the Hatch A c t ,  and force 
a11 gOVQrtment employees to pay union dues t o  swell Big Labor's 
political and organizing coffere. 

phone Calls, lottaro and pootcnrda. Thousande o f  angry South 
Carolina citizens axe urging him t o  support Right to Work. 

That's why I've urged you to inundate Senator Hollings with 



I 
i 

~ soem to be falling on deaf ears. 
but Senatbr H O I L I A g s  rinuee to $conewall. Y 

I 

Why is Ernest Hollinge ignoring you and the rest of the huge c 
majority of South Carolina citizens who oppose compulsory 
unioniam? am I OW 

Union operatives have stuffe $-< into his campaigns 
for the Senate .  

, A hat cash is only the tip of the iceberg. Union 
politi pros Rave probably dumped ten times that into Senator 
Hollin 
out-th te drives, phone banks, and paid "volunteera." 

"upportere his ion on forced unionism, union 1 
'&'II vote any they say. ~ t ' s  a simple (if 
'%iot@s their wa ey bankroll his campaigns wi 
dues stohen fs erlcan workers. 

campaigns in the form of " s o f t  money" -- partisan get- 4-. 
.=: 

So while Senator Hollings is refusing to tell Right to Work .~~ 
.. . ... 

~ r:. 
, t i '  Please c a l l  Senator Hellinge LIW at (803) 723-0700 and urgo 
i X i l m  to repudiate hie @upport for forced unionism. 

, %elatlonehip i:~ with Big Labor. 

. .. 
I :. . 

Only 
howla and screams can mako Senator Hollings renounce his CQZY 

a- 

Tell Senator Hallings you won't stand for his political 
.-dirty pool of taking Big Labor backroom payoffs -- while he 
-stonewalls South Caro l ina  citizens. Tell him he's not fooling, 
= M y ,  and urge him to stop voting to force workers to pay 
union dues. 

On the other hand, Mr. Hollin opponent, Tommy Hartnett, 
&cJ respond to hi8 survey 100% far Right to Work. 

Pushbutton Strike bill, f i g h t  for tougher enforcement of the 
Suprema Court's ban on the use of forced dues €or politics, 
oppose efforts to require public servants to pay union dues, and 
crack down on strike violence. 

Mr. Hartnett has promised to help BtoD Ted Kennedy's 

However, Mr. Hartnett is under intenee pressure from union 
goons to ranounce his Right to Work support. 
tell Mr. Hartnett not to back down. Please call him at (803) 
720-8860 and tell him South Caroliniane support h i s  pledge. 

I t ' s  vital that you 

Sincerely, 

Reed Larson 

P.S. Senator Ernest Hollings must feel  the heat from concerned 
citizens like you to atop voting to force workers to gay 
union dues. Now, in the face of a tough U.S. Senate battle,  
is when he is most likely to mend h i s  Washington ways. 
Please call him today. 

i 



I 
~ Dear 7: 

I'm writing you a personal letter today because I ' m  very 
concerned about how Senator Terry Sanford will vote on compulsory 

--. unionisaegislation - ~t senator S ~ D ~ C C ~  continues to vote to hand c o m p u l s o r e  

North Caroliniane vote him another term. 3 
;..;unionism powere 60 Big Labor, North Carolina will suffer. And 80 
::'.I .. . w i l l  the entire nation. 

Until now, Senator Sanford has voted with the union 
"hierarchy and against individual freedom for workers and small 
+ - '  businesses almost every time. 

' .  
.. . 

, . ;-: I: i . .  
I ;:.:. .. . . .  

9 .. . .  

- Terry Sanford is one of Big Labor ' s  most reliable water - carriere in the Senate. In 1990 and 1992, Senator San 4 ford voted 

. . ~  . .  . .  
. .  . .. 

.. ~ .~ .' . to overturn the 1988 Supreme Court decision, which forbids 
use of forced dues for politica. Again and again, Senator 
ford has voted to force workers to pay for political causes 
don't agree with. 

Arid in 1990, Mr. Sanford v o t e d  twice to allow government 
. .  
L ~ . Z  .- 
.. ~ .. . . . .  . . .  . .  . ~ .  . .. 

union chieftains to declare open season on haraesing 2.9 mill ion 
federal employees and thousands of U.S. taxpayers to support the 
union pol i t i ca l  machine by repealing t he  Hatch 

- C % m r  ca me jusr ew o votes shy of correrll in 
override President kh~ssh'a V e t o  and gut the 53-year-old law. 

h senators to 

Mr. Sanford's vote  in the Senate could put Big Labor oV8r 
the top on these and countless other union-boas power 

d5ehg- ab = 
Organized Labor is within a whisker ontrol over 

.& our federal government. If the union ps hine sweeps 
---North Carolina and just t w o  other Senate o Big Labor's 

vote column (and poaaibly the White Houee as well), Mr. Sanford 
could cast the key Senate vote to enact the entire union-boss 
political agenda into law. 

Ne could vote to destroy North Carolina's cherished Right to 
Work law by abolishing Section 14(b) sf t h e  Taft-Hartley Act, 
enact the Pushbutton S t r i k e  bill, repeal the Hatch Act, and force 
all gsvernmant employees t o  pay union dues to swell Big Labor'a 
political and organizing coPEers. 

That's why 'I've urged you to inundate Senator Sanford with 
phone c a l l $ ,  letters and postcards. Thousands of angry North 



. I But Senator  Sanford continues to stonewall. Your protests 
I seem to BB fa!.Ping oti 

m y  is Terry Sanford ignoring you and the rest of the huge 
majority of North Carolina citize 

for the Senate. 

And that cash is only  the t i p  of the iceberg. 
political pros have probably dumped ten times t ha t  i n t o  Senator 
Sanford's campaigns i n  the  form of "soft money" -- partisan get- 
out-the-vote drives, phone banks, and paid "volunteers. I' 

who oppose compulsory unionism? 
el 55,000 

UhllUf1 U p t ! L d L i V a &  have stuffed ~JVU%\V%GY i n t o  h i s  oampai.jn.i 

Union 

, .  

So'whi18 Senator Sanford i s  refusing t o  t e l l  R i g h t  to Work 
upportare h on on forced unionism, uni 
e'll vote a ey say. I t f a  a simple (if 

Y o t e a  their bankroll h i a  campaigns wi 
! ;:.: .. . dues stolen ican workers. 

~ ...~~ Please call Senator Sanford ap41 at -and urge 
~ : :  :$ 
;:; 
, .  -. .L 

(goo] 122-i992 

him fo repudiate his support for forced unionism. Only 
howls and screams can make Senator Sanford renounce his  cozy 
reletionehip w i t h  Big Labor. 

pool of taking Big Labor backroom payoffs -- while he stonewalls 
North Carolina citizens. Tell him he's not fooling ar&&.dy. and 
urge him t o  stop voting to force workers to pay union dues. 

. .  . .  . .  

. .  . .  -. . . .-. .. _. . . . .  . .  . ... Tell Senator,Sanfard you won't stand f o r  his political dirty . . .  . ~ .. 

Q 

. 

- O n  the othsr hand, Mr. SanLord"ak opponent, L A U C ~  Faircloth, 
respond to h i e  survey 100% fps: Right to Work. 

Mr. Paircloth has promised t o  help &&QQ Ted Kennedy's 
Pushbutton S t r i k e  bill, Eight for tougher enforcement of the 
Suprame  court.'^ ban on the use of forced dues for politics, - opposa efforts to .require public aervanta to pay union dues, a n d  
crack down on e t r i k s  violence. 

However, Mr. Faircloth is under intense pressure from union 
goons to renounce h i 8  Right to Work support. I t ' s  v i t a l  that you 

Faircloth not to back down. 
and tell him North Carolinians aupport his pledge. 

Please call him at w ( q ) q )  
R"io-Il II 

Sincerely, 

Reed Larson 

P.S. Senator Terry Sanford must feel the heat from concerned 
citizens like you to stop voting to force workers to pay 
union dues. Now, i n  the face of  a tough U.S. Senate battle, 
is when he 10 most Likely to mend h i s  Washington ways. 
Please c a l l  h i m  today. 

f l l t i N  :OL 
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El.>. 
Y a L , .  

M =No . zNoRespanse 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

Do you believe an ernploycc who dots not want the “scr~iccs” 
of a labor union should have lhc right IO rcfusc 10 accept lhat 
union as his exclusive reprcscntativc. which fcdemi law now 
fwces him to accept? 
Will you suppon repcal oC*c provisions in fCncral laws which 
authori7~ compulsory unionism? 
I>J you favor prcwmation of Scction I4@) of thc Tdt-Hariiey 
Act, which aulhorjzes state Right 10 Work laws? 

Would you support legislation (0 end the special lmniuniiy 
union officials presently cnjoy from prosccutjon undcr thc 
fcdenl anii-cxtorlion S ~ I U ~ C ?  

Will you oppose ihc forced unionization of fcderal, stalc, 
county and municipal employes? 

Wil l  you s u p ~ o r l  amcndmcnts Io rhc Fedcrd Bleclion 
Campaign Act to prohibit l c  usc of comp~l.?~ory union ducs 
and fees for political causes and candida&$ opposer) by union 
IiWlIhcrs? 

Will you opposc so-called “anti-doublc breasting” Iegislaiiod 
that has, BS it< prlmary boai. to forcibly unioniw cmpk?yws or 
conswction companies? 
Will you oppose legislation to wcaken OP dcsmy the Hatch 
Act, which prootcc~s fcdcral empioyees from union politicid 
mrcion? 
Will you opposc legishion thal would punish or require Uic 
firing or employccs who choose to work during a suikc. and 
givc union ofrtcinls the power to shut down businesses tilai 
&usc to f t c e  thcir employccs pay union dues? 

Note: The National Right to Work Comrnilbx, of course. cndorscscs no candidam. Wc are a nonpmism organization. But 
wc bclieve !ha! you as a Righllo Work supporter arc entilled to know which candidatcr will suppon thc right nlevcry 
American to earn a living - wiihour having io pay union boscs far Ihe privilegc. 

- -- -J 



National Right to Work Committee 8001 Braddock Road * Springfield. Virginia 22160 (800) 325-7892 0 FAX (703) 321-7342 

Telecepier lnforrnation Sheet 

The following pages are for: 

,Firm: . .~ .:. D M C  
..~. 

.. ._ IzTelep . hon e: 
: % :  

.- . .. 

... j- 

=;Total number of pages (bcludylg information sheet): 
;*=. 

:-Date : . :  transmitted: 
I :2 

h 

This fax message is in- 
tended only for the per- 
sonal and confidential 
use of the addressee($) 
or the designated recipi- 
ent@) named above. It 
may contain information 
that is privileged, confi- 
dential or exempt from 
disclosure under applica- 
ble law. If you are not the 
intended recipient, you 
are hereby notified that 
you have received this 
document in error and 
that any use. review, dis- 
semination, distribution, 
or copying of this mes- 
sage is strictly prohibited. 
If you have received this 
communication in error, 
please notify us immedi- 
ately by telaphone and 
return the original mes- 
sage to us by U S .  mail at 
the address above. 
Thank you. 



BACKGROWER 
The information below is helpful in explaining che 

questions on the reverse side of this f m .  
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.~, 3. 
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4. 

5. 

A union, under present federal laws, is empowered to 
represent and bind all employees in a company’s bargaining 
unit - including employees who oppose the union and don’t 
want i o  “services.” 

This monopoly bargaining power, generally described as 
“exclusive bargaining rights.” deprives employees of their right 
to bargain for themseives. Union officials fought for this power 
and d u s e  to give it up; yet lhe.y complain they are “unfairly 
burdened by the legal obligation” to represent nonmembers. 

Such complaints are intended to pave the way for compelling 
financial support from so-called “free riders” for representation 
they do not want. 

The fhng of workers who refuse to pay union dues andlor 
fees is explicitly sanctioned by both the National Labor 
Relations Act and the National Railway Labor Act 

Section 7 of the NLRA, for example. stipulates that 
employees shall have “the right to refrain” from participating in 
union activities “except to fhe extent that such right may be 
affected by an agreement requiring membership in a labor 
organization as a condition of employment.” 

The problem of compulsory unionism was created by 
Ccngress. It will not be solved until Congress repeals the 
existing federal authorizations of compulsory unionism. 

In 21 states, wage earners - except those covered by the 
National Railway Labor Act - are shielded frwn compulsory 
unionism by Right to Work laws. 

The Florida guarantee is typical of these laws. saying. ”The 
right of persons to work shall not be denied or abridged on 
account of membership or nonmembership in any labor union or 
labor organization.” 

’Ihe authority of states to adopt and enforce such laws is 
reaffmed by Section 14@) of the Taft-Hartley amendments to 
the National Labor Relations Act. 

Extortion, as a technique, is extremely useful to union 
officials in obtaining such demands as compulsory union shops, 
“agency” shops, compulsory hiring halls and irrevocable dues 
check-off clauses. 

While most criminal law is administered at the state and local 
level, some criminal activities (including extortion), which 
obsauct interstate commerce. have been deemed by Congress to 
be so important that they should be covered by federal statute-s. 

As the federal law currently stands. union officials have 
unique special immunities from prosecution for -&ring to 
commit or committing felonies - such as murder. 
manslaughter, maiming, arson, aggravated property destruction, 
explosives or firearms offenses, etc. - to obtain collective 
bargaining demands. 

For h e  past several years. Congress has been confronted by 
bills designed to authorize the forced unionization of public 
employees at various levels of government. 

Several of these proposals are aimed at m e .  county and 
municipal employees and would nullify existing state laws 
which shield public employees from union coercion. 

Other bills would strip postal workers and other federal 
employees of the freedom of choice guaranteed by the P o d  
Reorganization Act of 1970 and executive orders dating back to 

the administration of President John F. Kennedy. 
Labor unions are the only private organization in the U.! 

which can legally force individuals to pay dues into the; 
Ireasuries. 

The Federal Election Campaign Act (FECA) prohibits uniot 
officials from giving any of these dues dollars directly to : 
candidate for federal office. 

At the same time, FECA permits union officials to us( 
workers’ compulsory dues dollars for “in-kind” politica! 
spending on goods and services to elect candidates for federa 
offices. 

These “in-kind’’ expendiiures are in addition to union PAC 
contributions; they are seldom - if ever - documented or 
reponed to the Federal Election Commissior,. 

No official statistics for total union “in-kind” expndiiwes 
are available. But Labor columnkt Victor Riesel eseirnaled that 
his so-called “soft money” amounted to 10 times more than 
what union PACs gave in cash contributions. Based on that 
yardstick, union “soft money” in 1990 exceeded $350 million. 

In recent years. legislation has been introduced in Congress 
to automatically impose union representation upon workers of 
nonunionized companies which have even the slightest 
economic links to unionized companies. 

Even though the nonunionized and the unionized companies 
each perform separate and distinct work, the cmpulsory union 
contract would be automatically imposed upon the nonunion 
workers, without even the show of an elation conducted by the 
National Labor Relations Board to determine worker suppon. 

’Ihe “anti-double breasting” legislation would also encourage 
Common Situs picketing by permitting union organizers to use 
a dispute with a single subconmctor as an excuse to picket and 
shut down all the other subconnrscfaa at a job site. 

Legislation has been introduced repeatedly in Congress D 
loosen h e  50-year-ald Hatch Act’s restrictions against partisan 
political activity by federal employees. 

Federal union officials now wield monopoly bargaining 
power over federal employees. which makes union officials the 
sole conduit for civil servants in collective bargaining and 
grievance rimalions. 

Current proposals to weaken the Hatch Act lack explicit 
prohibitions against the use of monopoly bargaining power to 
coerce civil servants into supporting federal union officials’ 
political agenda. 

Legislation has been introduced in Congress that would 
prevent employers fmm hiring permanent rephcement workers 
during a strike. 

I?..c bill’s provisions would also penalize workers who 
choose not to strike by giving preferential, post-strike hiring 
privileges to smkers. 

Since an employer is unlikely to find employees who will 
work during a violent strike under these conoitions. employers 
would be forced b cave in to every demand by union officials 
- including the demand that workers who refuse to pay union 
dues be fired. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 
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U.S. Senate 
QuestiansII: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  

citz Hollinqs-D - - - - - - - - -  
303) 723-0700 
mny HartneKt-R Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y  
303) 720-8860 

LIS. House of Representatives 
... Questions%: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  

&&at 1 
ill'pberst-D _ - - - - - - -  - 
ao!), 527-4946 
rthur Aavenel, Jr.-R Y Y Y Y Y Y Y N Y 
303): 722-0174 

Questions#: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 6 9  
D f r r r M  2 
Floyd Spence-R Y Y Y Y Y Y Y - Y  
18031 254-5120 

D L r t r i a t  3 
James Bland-R Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y  
(803) 641-1408 
Butler Derrick-D Y Y Y - Y N Y - Y  
(803) 225-5301 

D L + + l a t  d 
Liz Patterson-D - - - - _ _ - _ -  
(803) 582-3650 
Bob Inglls-R Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y  
(803) 242-6440 

aumionsI: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  
D M x l a f  5 
John SpKatt-D - _ - -  - - - - -  
(803) 327-1114 
William Home-R Y Y Y Y Y - Y Y Y  
(803) 494-2641 

D M r I &  6 
Jim Clyburn-D - - - -  - - - - -  
(803) 929-0208 
John Chase-R Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y  
(803) 669-8787 

Key: 
Y =Yes 
N =No .. =NoResponse 

I 
- -  

. Do you believe an employee who does not want the"mices" 
of a labor union should have the right to refuse. to accept that 
union as his exclusive representative, which federal law now 
forces him to accept? members? 

Will you support repeal of the provisions in federal laws which 
authorize commlsorv unionism? 

6. Will you support amendments to the Federal Election 
Cmpaign Act to prohibit the use of compulsory union dues 
and fees for political causes a d  candidates opposed by union 

will you oppose socded "anti-double breasting" legistation 
that has, as i& primary goal. to forcibly unionize employees of 

:. 7. 
r construction companies? 

8. Will you oppose legislation to weaken or destroy the Hatch 
Act. which urotects federal emulovees from union Dolirical 

. Do you favor preservation of Section 14@) of the Taft-Hartley 
Act. which authorizes state Right to Work laws? 

I . -  . Would you support legislation to end the special immunity coercion? 

I 
.. ~ ~ 

union officials presently enjoy from prosecution under the 
federai antiexulrtion statnte? 9. Will you oppose legislation that wu ld  punish or require the . . _. .- - - . . .-. .- . .. . 

firing of employees who choose Lo work during a strike, and 
give union officials the power to shut down businesses that 
refuse to force their employees to pay union dues? 

. Will you oppose the forced unionization of federal, state, 
county and municipal employees? 

Note: The National Right to Work Committee, of course, endorses no candidates. We are a nonpartisan organization. But 
we believe that you as a Right to Work supporter are entided to know which candidates will support the right of every 
American to earn a living - without having to pay union bosses for the privilege. 



BACKGROWER 
The information hlow is helpful in explaining the 

questions on &e reverse side or& form: 

1. 

.. . .  ... ... .- . .  .~ . ... 

4. 

5. 

A union, under present federal laws, is empowered to 
represent and bind all employees in a company’s bargaining 
unit - including employees who oppose the union and don’t 
want its “services.” 

This monopoly bargaining power, generally described as 
“exclusive bargaining rights,” deprives employees of their right 
to bargain for themselves. Union officials fought for this power 
and refuse to give it up; yet they complain they are ”unfairly 
burdened by the legal obligation” to represent nonmembers. 

Such complaints are intended to pave the way for compelling 
financial support from so-called “free riders” for representation 
they do not want. 

The f ~ n g  of workers who refuse to pay union dues and/or 
fees is explicitly sanctioned by both the National Labor 
Relations Act and the National Railway Labor Act 

Section 7 of the NLRA, for example, stipulates that 
employees shall have “the right to refrain” from participating in 
union activities “except to the extent that such right may be 
affected by an agreement requiring membership in a labor 
organization as a condition of employment.” 

The problem of compulsory unionism was created by 
Congress. It will not be solved until Congress repeals the 
existing federal authorizations of compulsory unionism. 

In 21 states, wage earners - except those covered by the 
National Railway Labor Act - are shielded from compulsory 
unionism by Right to Work laws. 

The Florida guarantee is typical of these laws, saying, “The 
right of persons to work shall not be denied or abridged on 
account of membership or nonmembership in any labor union or 
labor organizdon.” 

The authority of states to adopt and enforce such laws is 
dfmed by Section 14(b) of the Taft-Hartley amendments to 
the National Labor Relations Act. 

Extortion, as a technique, is extremely useful to union 
officials in obtaining such demands as compulsory union shops, 
“agency” shops, compulsory hiring halls and irrevocable dues 
check-off clauses. 

While most crjrninal law is administered at the state and local 
level, some criminal activities (including extortion). which 
obsnuci interstate commerce, have been deemed by Congress to 
be so important that they should be covered by federal statutes. 

As the federal law currently stands, union officials have 
unique special immunities from prosecution for threatening to 
commit or committing felonies - such as murder, 
manslaughter, maiming, arson. aggravated property destruction, 
explosives or firearms offenses, etc. - to obtain collective 
bargaining demands. 

For the past several years, Congress has been confronted by 
bills designed to authorize the forced unionization of public 
employes at various levels of government. 

Several of these proposals are aimed at state, county and 
municipal employees and would nullify existing state laws 
which shield public employees from union coercion. 

Other bills would strip postal workers and other federal 
employees of the freedom of choice guaranteed by the Postal 
Reorganization Act of 1970 and executive orders dating back to 

the administration of President John F. Kennedy. 
Labor unions are the only private organization in the U.S. 

which can legally force individuals to pay dues into their 
Ueasuries. 

The Federal Election Campaign Act (FECA) prohibirs union 
officials from giving any of these dues dollars directly to a 
candidate for federal office. 

At the same time. FECA permiis union officials to use 
workers’ compulsory dues dollars for “in-kind” political 
spending on goods and services to elect candidates for federal 
offices. 

These %-kind“ expenditures are in addition to union PAC 
contributions: they are seldom - if ever - documented or 
reported to the Federal Election Commijsisn. 

NO official statistics for total union “in-kind“ expenditures 
are available. But Lakur columnist Viclor Riesel estimated that 
this so-cal!ed “soft money’’ amounted to 10 times more than 
what union PACs gave in cash conlributions. Based an that 
yardstick, union “soft money” in 1990 exceeded $350 million. 

In recent years. legislation has been introduced in Congress 
to automatically impose union representation upon workers of 
nonunionized companies which have even the slightest 
economic links to unionized companies. 

Even though the nonunionized and the unionized companies 
each perform separate and distinct work. the compulsory union 
contract would be automatically imposed upon the nonunion 
workers, without even the show of a election conducted by L!e 
National Labor Relations Board to determinz worker support. 

The “anti-double breasting” legislation would also encourage 
Common Situs picketing by permitting union organizers to use 
a dispute with a single subcontractor as an excuse to picket and 
shut down all the other subcontractors at a job site. 

Legislation has been introduced repeatedly in Congress 10 
loosen the SO-year-old Hatch Act’s resmctions against partisan 
political activity by federal employees. 

Federal union officials now wield monopoly bargaining 
power over federal employees, which makes linion ofticials the 
sole conduit for civil servants in collective bargaining and 
grievance situations. 

Current proposals to weaken the Hatch Act lack explicii 
prohibitions against the use of monopoly bargaining power to 
coerce civil servants into supporting federal union officials’ 
political agenda. 

Legislation has been introduced in Congress that would 
prevent employers from hiring permanent replacement workers 
during a strike. 

The bill’s provisions would also penalize workers who 
choose not to strike by giving preferential. post-strike hiring 
privileges to strikers. 

Since an employer is anlikely to find employees who will 
work during a violent strike under these conaitions. employers 
would be forced to cave in to every demand by union officials 
- including the demand that workers who refuse to pay union 
dues be fired. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 



BACKGROWER 
The information below is helohl in exulaininn the 

I 

questions on the reversa side of lhis fw. 

A union, under present federal laws, is empowered lo 
‘kpresent and bind all employees in a company’s bargaining 
unit - including employees who oppose the union and don’t 
want its “services.” 

This monopoly bargaining power, generally described as 
”exclusive bargaining rights,” deprives employees of their right 
to bargain for themselves. Union officials fought for this power 
and refuse to give it up; yet they complain they are “unfairly 
burdened by the legal obligation” to represent nonmembers. 
’ Such complaints are intended to pave the way for compelling 
‘ f i c i a l  support from so-called “free riders” for represenlation 
‘they do not want. 
1 :The f ~ n g  of workers who refuse to pay union dues and/or 
;fees is explicitly sanctioned by both the National Labor 
‘R@ations Act and the National Railway Labor Act 
~ 

E Section 7 of the NLRA. for example, stipulates that 
employees shall have “the right to refrain’’ from participating in 
m a n  activities ”except to the extent that such right may be 
affgcted by an agreement requiring membership in a labor 
organization as a condition of employment.” 

. n e  problem oi compulsory unionism was created by 
Cg-ngress. It will not be solved until Congress repeals the 
eriiting federal authorizations of compulsory unionism. 

In 21 states. wage earners - except those covered by the 
N&nal Railway Labor Act - are shielded from compulsory 
u&i$nism .. by Right to Work laws. 

::=The Florida guarantee is typical of these laws, saying, ‘The 
right of persons to work shall not be denied or abridged on 
%count of membership or nonmembership in any labor union or 
Mmr organization.“ 

The authority of states to adopt and enforce such laws is 
reaffmed by Section 14@) of the Taft-Hartley amendments to 
the National Labor Relatiofis Act 

Extortion, as a technique, is extremely useful to union 
officials in obtaining such demands as compulsory union shops. 
“agency” shops, compulsory hiring halls and irrevocable dues 

I :: 

. .  . .. ... 

check-off clauses. 
While most criminal kw is administered at the state and lxa l  

level, some criminal activities (including extortion), which 
obstruct interstate commerce, have been deemed by Congress to 
be so important that they should be covered by federal statutes. 

As the federal law currently stands, union officials have 
unique special immunities from prosecution for threatening to 
commit or committing felonies - such as murder, 
manslaughter, maiming, arson, aggravated property destruction, 
explosives or firearms offenses, etc. - to obtain collective 
bargaining demands. 

For the past several years. Congress has been confronted by 
bills designed to authorize the forced unionization of public 
employees at various levels of government. 

Several of these proposals are aimed at state, county and 
municipal employees and would nullify existing state laws 
which shield public employees from union coercion. 

Other bills would strip postal workers and other federal 
employees of the freedom of choice guaranteed by the Postal 
Reorganization Act of 1970 and executive orders dating back to 

the administration of President John F. Kennedy. 
Labor unions are the only private. organization in the U.S. 

which can legally force individuals to pay dues into their 
treasuries. 

The Federal Election Campaign Act (FECA) prohibits union 
officials from giving any of these dues dollars directly to a 
candidate for federal office. 

At the same time, FECA permits union officials to use 
workers‘ compulsory dues dollars for “in-kind” political 
spending on goods and services u) elect candidates for federal 
offices. 

These “in-kind“ expnditures are in &:Sition to union PAC 
contributions; they are seldom - if ever - documented or 
reported to the Federal Election Commission. 

No official statistics for total union “in-kind” expenditures 
are available. But Labor columnist Victe: Riesel estimated that 
this so-called “soft money” amounted to 10 times more than 
what union PACs gave in cash contributions. Based on that 
yardstick, union “soft money” in 1990 exceeded $350 million. 

In recent years, legislation has been introduced in Congress 
to automatically impose union representation upon workers of 
nonunionized companies which have even the slightest 
economic links to unionized companies. 

Even though the nonunionized and the unionized companies 
each perform separate and distinct work, the compchry union 
contract would be automatically imposed upon lhe nonunion 
workers, without even the show of an election conducted by the 
National Labor Relations Board to determine worker support. 

The “anti-double breasting” legislation would also encourage 
Common Situs picketing by permitting union organizers to use 
a dispute with a single subcontpactor as an excuse to picket and 
shut down all the other subcontractors a: a job site. 

Legislation has been introduced repeatedly in Congress to 
luosen the 50-year-old Hatch Act’s restrictions against partisan 
political activity by federal employees. 

Federal union officials now wield monopoly bargaining 
power over federal employees, which makes union oflicials the 
sole conduit for civil servants in collective bargaining and 
grievance situations. 

Current proposals to weaken the Hatch Act lack explicit 
prohibitions against he  use of monopoly bargaining power to 
coerce civil servants into supporting federal union Officials’ 
political agenda. 

Legislation has been introduced in Congress that would 
prevent employers from hiring permanent replacement workers 
during a strike. 

The bill’s provisions would also penalize workers who 
choose not to svike by giving preferential, post-strike hiring 
privileges to strikers. 

Since an employer is unlikely to find employees who will 
work during a violent strike under these conditions, employers 
would be forced to cave in to every demand by union officials 
- including the demand that workers who refuse 10 pay union 
dues be fired. 

. 
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1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

Do you believe an employee who does not want the "services" 
of a labor union should have the right to refuse to accept lhap 
union as his exclusive representative, which fedeml law now 
forces him to accept? 

Will you support repeal of the provisions in federal laws which 
authorize compulsory unionism? 
Do you favor preservation of Section 14@) of the Taft-Hartley 
Act, which authorizes state Rjghr D Work laws? 

Would you support legislation to end the special immunity 
union officials presently enjoy from prosecution under the 
federal anti-extortion statue? 

Will you oppose. the forced unionization of federal. state, 
county and municipal employees? 

6. Will you support amendments to the Federal Election 
Campaign Act to prohibit the use of compulsory union dues 
and fees for pal i t id  causes and candidates opposed by union 
members? 

7. Will you oppose so-called "anti-double beating" legislation 
that has. as its primary'goal. to forcibly unionize employees of 
construction companies? 

8. Will you oppose legislation to weaken or destroy the Hatch 
Act, which protects federal employees from union political 
coercion? 

9. Will you oppose legislation that would punish or require the 
firing of employees who choose to work during a strike. and 
give union officials the power to shu: down businesses that 
refuse. to force their employees to pay union dues? 

Note: The National Right to Work Committee, of course, endorses no candidates. We are a nonpartisan organization. But 
we believe that you as a Right to Work supporter are entitled u) know which candidates will support the right of eveey 
American to earn a living - without having to pay union bosses for the privilege. 
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BACKGROUTWEIR 
The information h l o w  is helpful in explaining the 

questions on he reverse side of this farm. 

1. A union, under present federal laws, is empowered to 
represent and bind all employees in a company’s bargaining 
unit - including employees who oppose the union and don’t 
want its “services.” 

This monopoly bargaining power. generally described as 
“exclusive bargaining rights,” deprives employees of their right 
to bargain for themselves. Union officials fought for this power 
and fefuse to give it up; yet they complain they are “unfairly 
burdened by the legal obligation” to represent nonmembers. 

: . ~  .- Such complaints are intended to pave the way for compelling 
.. :fmcial  support from so-called “free riders” for representation 
.. d e y  do not want. 
.. 

) I.i i.~. j The fining of workers who refuse to pay union dues and/or 
.:fees is explicitly sanctioned by both the National Labor 

:, Relations Act and the National Railway Labor Act. 
. i~ ._ .. . Section 7 of the NLRA, for example, stipulates that 
:<- . .  employees shall have “the right to refrain” from participahg in 
1 ‘union activities “except to the extent that such right may be 

..affected by an agreement requiring membership in a labor 
:- ~.  organization as a condition of employment.” 
,a- . .. : The problem ef compulsory unionism was created by 
‘-.Congress. It will not be solved until Congress repeals the 
.... . ,^existing federal authorizations of cornpdsory unionism. 

III 21 states, wage earners - except those covered by the 
-~Natiod Railway tabor Act - are shielded from compulsory 

unionism by Right to Work laws. 
The Florida guarantee is typical of these laws, saying, T h e  

right of persons to work shall not be denied or abridged on 
account of membership or nonmembersnip in any labor union or 
labor organization.“ 

The authority of states tQ adopt and enforce such laws is 
reaffmed by Section 14@) of the Taft-Hanley amendments to 
the National Labor Relations Act. 

Extortion, as a technique, is extremely useful to union 
officials in obtaining such demands as compulsory union shops, 
“agency“ shops, compulsory hiring halls and irrevocable dues 

While most criminal law is administered at the state and local 
level, some criminal activities (including extortion), which 
obsuuct interslate commerce, have been deemed by Congress to 
be so important that they should be covered by federal statutes. 

As the federal law cmently stands, union officials have 
unique special immunities from prosecution for threatening to 
commit or committing felonies - such as murder, 
manslaughter, maiming, arson, aggravated property destruction, 
explosives or firearms offenses, etc. - to obtain collective 
bargaining demands. 

For the past s e v d  years, Congress has been confronted by 
bills designed to authorize the forced unionization of public 
employees at vahious levels of government. 

Several of these proposals are aimed at state, county and 
municipal employees and would nullify existing state laws 
which shield public emgloyees from union coercion. 

Other bills would strip postal workers and other federal 
employees of the freedom of choice guaranteed by the Postal 
Reorganization Act of 1970 and executive orders dating back to 

. .  

. .  . .  

3.::: 
r .: 

. 

chwk-off C~USCS. 

the administration of Resident John F. Kennedy. 
Labor unions are the only private organimtion in the US. 

which can legally force individuals to pay dues into their 
Lre3siUpies. 

The Federal Election Campaign Act (FECA) prohibils union 
officials from giving any of these dues dollars directly to a 
candidate for federal office. 

At h e  same time. FECA permits union officials to use 
workers’ compulsory dues dollars for “in-kind” political 
spending on gcods and seMcs  to elect candidates for federal 
offices. 

These “in-kind” expenditures are in addition to union PAC 
contributions; they are seldom - if ever - documented or 
repored SO the Federai Election Commission. 

No official statistics for t od  union “in-kind“ expenditures 
are available. But Labor columnist Victor Riesel estimated that 
this so-called “soft money’’ amounted to 10 times more than 
what union PACs gave in cash contributions. Based on that 
yardstick, union “soft money” in 1990 exceeded $350 million. 

In recent years, legislation has been inaoduced in Congress 
to automatically impose union representation upon workers of 
nonunionized companies which have even the slightest 
economic links to unionized companies. 

Even though the nonunionized and the unionized companies 
each perfom separate and distinct work, the compulsory union 
contract would be automatically imposed upon the nofiunion 
workers, without even the show of an election conducted by the 
National Labor Relations Board to determine worker suppon. 

The ”anti-double breasting” legislation would also encourage 
Common Situs picketing by permitting union organizers to use 
a dispute with a single subcontractor as an excuse to picket and 
shut down all the other subcontractors at a job site. 

Legislation has been ineoduced repeatedly in Congress to 
loosen the SO-year-old Hatch Act’s restrictions against panisan 
political activity by federal employees. 

Federal union officials now wield monopoly bargaining 
power over federal employees. which makes union officials the 
sole conduit for civil servants in collective bargaining and 
grievance situations. 

Current proposals to weaken the Hatch Act lack explicit 
prohibitions against the use of iaonopoly bargaining power to 
coerce civil servants into supporting federal union officials’ 
political agenda. 

Legislation has been introduced in Congress that would 
prevent employers from hiring permanent replacement workers 
during a stpike. 

The bill’s provisions would also penalize workers who 
choose not to strike by giving preferential, post-strike hiring 
privileges to strikers. 

Since an employer is unlikely to find employees who will 
work during a violent saike under these conditions, employers 
would be forced to cave in to every demand by union officiais 
- including thc demand that workers who refuse to pay union 
dues be fired. 

6.  

7. 

8. 

9. 
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I Key: 
Y =Yes 
M =No - =NoResponse I 

1. Do you believe an employee who does not want the “services” 
of a labor union should have the right to refuse to accept h t  
union as his exclusive representative, which feded law now 
forces him to accept? 

2. Will you support repeaI of the provisions in federal laws which 
authorize compulsory unionism? 

3. Do you favc: preservation of Section 14@) of the Taft-Hanley 
Act, which authorizes state Right to Work laws? 

4. Would you support legislation to end the special immunity 
union officials presently enjoy from prosecution under the 
federal antiextortion statute? 

5. Will you oppose the forced unionization of federal. state, 
county and municipal employees? 

6. Will you support amendments to the Federal Electinn 
Campaign Act to prohibit the use of compulsory union dues 
and fees for political causes and candidates opposed by union 
members? 

7. Will you oppose so-called “anti-double breasting” legislation 
that has, as its primary goal. to forcibly unionize employees of 
construction companies? 

8. Will you oppose legislation to weaken Oi destroy the Hatch 
Act, which protects federal employees from union political 
coercion? 

9. Will you oppose iegislation that would punish or require the 
Firing of employees who choose to work during a strike, and 
give union officials the power to shut down businesses that 
refuse to force their employees to pay union dues? 

Note: The National Right to Work Committee, of c o r n ,  endorses no candidates. We are a nonpartisan organization. But 
we believe that you as a Right to Work supporter are entilled to know which candidates will support the right of every 
American to earn a living - without having ta) pay uNon bosses for the privilege. 
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October X X ,  1992 

m m  
I 

Dear y''" .<-: 

I'm w r i t i n g  you a personal  l e t t e r  t o d a y  because I'm very 
about how Senator Terry Sanford will vote  on c o m p u l s o r a  
e g i s l a t i o n  North Carol inians vote  him another  term. 3 

If  Senator Sanford continues to vote  t o  hand c o r n p u l s a r e  
1.. . .  unionism powers ea Big Labor, North Carolina will suffer. And 60 
I=.: . .  w i l l  t h e  en t i r e  nation. 

.~ . .  .. . .  . . Until ndw, Senator SanEord hae voted with the union 
' : :  h ie ra rchy  and aga ins t  i n d f v i d u d  freedom f o r  workers and small 

.. 
. .  . .  ~. 

. .  

bus inesses  a l m o s t  every tima. 

1 . .  . .  . ~. Terry Sanford i s  one of Big Labor's most r e l i a b l e  water . .  . ., .. .~ + c a r r i e r s  i n  t h e  Senate. I n  1990 and 1992, Senator San ford vo ted  
-~ t o  over tur .  t h e  1988 Supreme Court && dec i s ion ,  which forbids 

use of furced dues f o r  politics. Again and again, Senator 
Eord has voted to force workers to pay for po l i . t l ca1  causes 

. .  don't agree w i t h .  

And i n  1990, Mr. Sanford voted twicc to allow governanent 
. .  .. . 
- .  . .  . .  . . ~  
. ~. . .. . 

union  c h i e f t a i n s  t o  declare  open season on harass ing  2 . 9  million 
federal employees and t?.ousands oE U.S. taxpayers  t o  support the  
union political machine by repeal ing the  Hatch A S  

overricle P res iden t  tlush's % t o  and gut the 53-year-old law. 
- Qm-=JUE came jusr T: wo votes  sny or' c o r r a l l i n g  enough sena to r s  t o  

::r. Sanford's vote  i:. :no Senate could  put  B i g  L-.-:=or over 
t he  t;p on these and countless other ;.inion-boss power mrabs. 

dSe45 
Organized Labor i s  within a whisker 

dS o u r  fed@ral government. 
----North CaroLina and j u s t  two other Senate  3ig L a b o r ' s  

If the unior. p o l i t i c & '  

vo te  column (and poss ib ly  the White House a s  well), K r .  Sanford 
could c a s t  t h e  ;<e!. Z s n a t e  vhte t o  enact  t h e  9 n t i r e  union-boss 
p o l i t i c a l  a.;'-̂ ::;c+..: ?:I- : 1 .?*,t 

He couLd ..:::!-e f. .. &stray North Caro l ina ' s  cher ished Right  t o  
Work law by atc5iahing Sect ion 14(b) of t h e  T a f t - H a r t l e y  A c t ,  
enac t  the Pushbutton S t r i k e  bill, repeal  the Hatch A c t ,  and force  
a11 government smplo.je.--s t o  pay union dues t o  swell B i g  Labor's 
p o l i t i c a l  ancl :.::la:.' - : coEEere. 

' you t o  inuzdate Senator Sanford with 
phone c a l l s ,  lei"er:- -.stcaxds. Thousands of angry North 

. .  T h a t  ' s w?~;. : , 

i l l t l N  : ?: 



Carolina citizens are urg,ng him to support Right to Work. 

But Senator Sanford continuea to stonewall. Your protests 
seem to be falling OIJ &hi: 

ma: 7 f  North Carolina c i t i z e  who oppose compulsory unionism? 

for the  Senate. 

ears. 4 . *. - I  is T e r r y  Sanford ignoring you and the rest of the huge 

un; . uytl;d.lives have stuffcd B,vLU;twrXtY in to  h&o campai9n.i 

And that cash is only the tip of the iceberg. 

55#,SQO 

Union 
political pros have probably dumped ten times that into Senator 
Sanford's campaigns in the form of "soft money" -- partisan get- 
out-the-vote drivesJ phone banks, and paid "volunteers." 

So while Senator Sanford is reEusinu to tell Riaht to Work 
supporters on on forced.unioni&, uni 
he'll vote a ey say. It's a simple (if 
votes their bankroll hia campaigns with forced unio 
dues stolen ican workers. 

r % n o I  122-1972 . ---,  
.~ .. -~ .. . ~ 

.::-. . .  . . .  ~~ 

~-:-. i..: 

Please call Senator Sanford a t  -and urge 
him to re-:xdiate his support for forced unionism. Only  
howls an& !creams can make Senator Sanford renounce his cozy 
relationship with Big Labor. 

pool of taking B i g  Labor backroom payoffs -- while he stonewalls 
North  Carolina citizens. Tell him he's not fooling m, and 
urge him to stop voting to force workers to pay union dues. 

-------On the other  hand, Mr. Sanfor opponent, Lauch Fa i  r c  IC th 

. . ~ ~  . .  il ! ... . .- Tell Senator,Sanford you Won't stand f o r  his political dirty 

respond to hie survey 100% a Right to Work. 

Mr. Faircloth has promised to help 9f;sE2 Ted Kennedy's 
Pushbutton Strike bill, Eight for tougher enforcement of the 
Supreme Court's ban on the use of f o r c ~ d  dues for p o l i t i c s ,  

crack down on strike vi; '".rice. 

gsc.? : .:r.c~.~xe his R: : .  20 Work support. It's vital that ~ S L I  

t s l ~  3: .  ::irclotii m t  tc a2-k down. 

- oppose ef for t8  to . r e q u i l - Y  public servants to pay union dues, and, 

"er, Xr. Fai rc l  : . is under intense pressure f rom mi?: 

a x i  tall him North 'srolinians $Upport his pLedge. 
Please call him a: (-%W)(q]q) 

o$i/ 
Sincerely, 

Reed Larson 

P.S. Senator Terry Sanford m % s t  feel 'the heat frw. CU;ICC::"-- 
citizens like you to stop voting to force wclkers t. 

is when h e  is most likely to mend h i s  Washington . 
Please c a l l  him today. 

union dues. Now, in the face of a tough U . S .  Sena-  le, 



October XX, 1992 
WaWUUWUWWUZ 
XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX 
XXXXXXXXXXWWWC 

Dear X X X X X X  XXXXXXXX: 

I ' m  writing you a personal letter today because I'm very 
concerned about how Senator Terry Sanford will vote on compulsory- 
unionism legislation if North Carolinians vote him another tern. 

If Senator Sanford continues to vote to hand compulsory- 
unionism powers to Big Labor, North Carolina will suffer. And so 
will the entire nation. 

Until now, Senator Sanford has voted with the union 
hierarchy and against individual freedom for workers and small 
businesses almost every time. 

Terry Sanford is one of Big Labor's most reliable water 
carriers in the Senate. In 1990 and 1992, Senator Sanford voted 
to overturn the 1988 Supreme Court decision, which forbids 
the use of forced dues for politics. Again and again, Senator 
Sanford has voted to force workers to pay for political causes 
they don't agree with,. 

union chieftains to declare open season on harassing 2.9 million 
federal employees and thousands of U.S. taxpayers to support the 
union political machine by repealing the Hatch Act. Big Labor 
came just two votes shy of corralling enough senators to override 
President Bush's veto and gut the 53-year-old law. 

Mr. Sanford's vote in the Senate could put Big Labor over 
the top on these and countless other union-boss power grabs. 

Organized Labor is xithin a whisker of total control over 
our federal government. If the union political machine sweeps 
North Carolina and just two other Senate seats into Big Labor's 
vote column (and possibly the White House as well), Mr. Sanford 
could cast the key Senate vote to enact the entire union-boss 
political agenda into law. 

He could vote to destroy North Carolina's cherished Right to 
Work law by abolishing Section 14(b) of the Taft-Hartley Act, 
enact the Pushbutton Strike bill, repeal the Hatch Act, and force 
all government employees to pay union dues to swell Big Labor's 
political and organizing coffers. 

That's why I've urged you to inundate Senator Sanford with 
phone calls, letters and postcards. Thousands of angry North 

And in 1990, Mr. Sanford voted twice to allow government 

- .-. . .. . .  . .. . .  
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Carolina citizens are urging him to support Right to Work. 

seem to be falling on deaf ears. 

majority of North Carolina citizens who oppose compulsory 
unionism? 

But Senator Sanford continues to stonewall. Your protests 

Why is Terry Sanford ignoring you and the rest of the huge 

rss, 0- 
Union operatives have stuffed $- into his campigns 

for the Senate. 

.. . . -. 
! :  

i ! J  

-. _ _  
:.. . ~ .  
. ... 

And that cash is only the tip of the iceberg. Union 
political pros have probably dumped ten times that into Senator 
Sanford's campaigns in the form of Ifsoft moneyf1 - -  partisan get- 
out-the-vote drives, phone banks, and paid flvolunteers.fl 

supporters hi ition on forced unionism, uni 
he'll vote an they say. It's a simple (if 
votes their w ey bankroll his campaigns wi 
dues stolen f erican workers. 

So while Senator Sanford is refusing to tell Right to Work 

Please call Senator Sanford n o w  at ( 8 0 0 )  722-1992 and urge 
him to repudiate his support for forced unionism. Only 
howls and screams can make Senator Sanford renounce his cozy 
relationship with Big Labor. 

pool of taking Big Labor backroom payoffs - -  while he stonewalls 
North Carolina citizens. Tell him he's not fooling anvbody, and 
urge him to stop voting to force workers to pay union dues. 

On the other hand, Mr. Sanford's opponent, Lauch Faircloth, 
- did respond to his survey 100% for Right to Work. 

Mr. Faircloth has promised to help gtoD Ted Kennedy's 
Pushbutton Strike bill, fight for tougher enforcement of the 
Supreme Court's ban on the use of forced dues for politics, 
oppose efforts to require public servants to pay union dues, and 
crack down on strike violence. 

However, Mr. Faircloth is under intense pressure from union 

Tell Senator Sanford you won't stand for his political dirty 

goons to renounce his Right to Work support. It's vital that you 
tell Mr. Faircloth not to back down. Please call him at (919) 
790-1111 and tell him North Carolinians support his pledge. 

Sincerely, 

Reed Larson 

P.S. Senator Terry Sanford must feel the heat from concerned 
citizens like you to stop voting to force workers to pay 
union dues. Now, in the face of a tough U.S. Senate battle, 
is when he is most likely mend his Washington ways. Please 
call him today. 
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U.S. Senate 
Questions#: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  - - - - - - - - - Ter ry  Sanford-D 

(8001 722-1992 
Zauch Faircloth-R Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y 
(919) 790-1111 

U.S. House of Representatives 
auestions1: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  

Eva Clayton-D - -  - - - - - - -  
v d  Tyier-R Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y  

pistriat 2 
b i m  Valen t ine ,  Jr.-D 
p n  Davis-R Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y  

&riot 3 
H; Martin Llncaster-D Y Y Y Y Y - Y N Y 

.Tomy Pollard-R Y Y Y Y Y Y Y N Y  

.. 

&triat 1 

- - - - - - - - - 
. .  

... .- 

auesticns#: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  
D i . t r i u t  4 
David Price-D 
Vicky Goudie-R 

D i a t r i a t  5 
Stephen Neal.+ 
Richard Burr-R 

D f . t r i a t  6 
Robin Hood-D 
J. Howard Cable-R 

D i o e s M  7 
C h a r l i e  Rose-D 
Robert Anderson-R 

D M r i c t  8 
W. G .  Hefner-D 
Coy Privette-R 

D h t z i c t  9 
Rory Blake-D 
3 .  Alex McMillan-R 

Y Y Y Y Y Y Y N Y  
Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y  

Y Y Y Y Y Y Y - Y  
Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y  

Key: 
Y =Yes 
N =No - =NoResponse 

1. Do you believe an employee who does not want the "services" 
of a labor union should have the right to refuse IO accept rhat 
union as his exclusive represenlative, which federal law now 
forces him to accept? 

2. Will you support repeal of the provisions in federal laws which 
authorize compulsory unionism? 

3. Do you favor preservation of Section 14@) of the Taft-Hartley 
ACI, which authorizes state Right to Work laws? 

4. Would you support legislation to end the special immunity 
union officials presently enjoy from prosecution under the 
federal antiextonion statute? 

Will you oppose the forced unionization of federal, state, 
county and municipal employees? 

5. 

Will you support amendments to the Federal Eleclion 
Campaign Act to prohibit the use of compulsory union dues 
and fees for political causes and candidates opposed by union 
members? 

Will you oppose so-called "anti-double breasling" legislation 
that has. as its primary goal, to forcibly unionize employees of 
construction companies? 

Will you oppose legislation to weaken or desmy the Haich 
Act, which protects federal employees from union political 
coercion? 
Will you oppose legislation that would punish or require the 
firing of employees who choose. to work during a strike, and 
give union officials the power to shut down businesses that 
refuse to force their employees to pay union dues? 

Note: The National Right to Work Committee, of course. endorses no candidates. We are a nonpartisan organization. But 
we believe that you as a Right to Work suppmer are entitled to know which candidates will support the right of every 
American to earn a living - without having to pay union bosses for the privilege. 



BACKGROUNDER 
The information below i s  helpful in explaining the 

questions on the reverse side of this form. 

~ 1. A union, under present federal laws, is empowered to 
represent and bind all employees in a company’s bargaining 
unit - including employees who oppose the union and don’t 
want its “services.” 

This monopoly bargaining power, generally described as 
“exclusive bargaining rights,” deprives employees of their right 
to bargain for themselves. Union officials fought for this power 
and refuse to give it up; yet they complain they are “unfairly 
burdened by the legal obligation” to represent nonmembers. 

Such complaints are intended to pave the way for compelling 
fmancial suppott from so-called “free riders” for representation 
they do not want. 

The f ~ n g  of workers who refuse to pay union dues and/or 
! .:> fees is explicitly sanctioned by both the National Labor 
~ ;:: Relations Act and the National Railway Labor AcL 
, Section 7 of the NLRA, for example, stipulates that 
, ,. employees shali have “the right to refrain” from participating in 

union activities “except to the extent that such right may be 
affected by an agreement requiring membership in a labor 
organization as a condition of employment.” 

The problem of compulsory unionism was created by 
Congress. It will not be solved until Congress repeals the 
exisling federal authorizations of cornpulsory unionism. 

3:- In 21 states. wage earners - except hose covered by the 
:-~: ... .. . National Railway Labor Act - m shielded from compulsory 
.-+ . .  : unionism by Right to Work laws. 
-. The Florida guarantee is typical of these laws, saying, ‘The 

right of persons to work shall not be denied or abridged on 
account of membership or nonmembership in any labor union or 
labor organization.“ 

The authority of states to adopt and enforce such laws is 
reaffirmed by Section 14@) of the Taft-Hartley amendments to 
the. National Labor Relations Act. 

Extortion, as a technique, is extremely useful to union 
officials in obtaining such demands as compulsory union shops, 
“agency” shops, compulsory hiring halls and irrevocable dues 
check-off clause.?.. 

While most criminal law is administered at the state and local 
level, some criminal activities (including extortion), which 
obstruct interstate commerce. have been deemed by Congress to 
be so important that they should be covered by federal stamtes. 

As the federal law currently stands, union officials have 
unique special immunities from prosecution for Uueatening to 
commit or committing felonies - such as murder, 
manslaughter, maiming, arson, aggravated property desuuction, 
explosives or lirearms offenses, etc. - to obtain collective 
bargaining demands. 

For the past several years, Congress has been confronted by 
bills designed to authorize the forced unionization of public 
employees at various levels of government. 

Several of these proposals are aimed at state, county and 
municipal employees and would nullify existing state laws 
which shield public employees from union coercion. 

Other bills would strip postal workers and other federal 
employees of the freedom of choice guaranteed by the Peslal 
Reorganization Act of 1970 and executive orders dating back fo 

21. i 

4. 

5. 

the administration of President John E Kennedy. 

Labor unions are the only private organization in thc US. 
which can legally force individuals to pay dues into thcir 
treasuries. 

The Fedml Election Campaign Act (FECA) prohibits union 
officials from giving any of these dues dollars directly to ;I 

candidate for federal office. 
At the same time, FECA permits union officials to usc 

workers’ compulsory dues dollars for “in-kind” politic:il 
spending on goods and services to elect candidates for fcdcriil 
offices. 

These “in-kind” expenditws are in addition to uairn PAC 
contributions; tkey are seldom - if ever - documenicd or 
reported to the Federal Election Commission. 

No official statistics for total union “in-kind“ expenditurcs 
are available. But Labor columnist Victor Riesel estimated iIw 
this so-called “soft money” amounted to 10 times more Ihan 
what union PACs gave in cash contributions. Based on that  
yardstick, union “soft money” h 1990 exceeded $350 million. 

In recent years, legislation has been introduced in Congrtrs 
to automatically impose union representation upon workers of 
nonunionized companies which have even the slightcsi 
economic links to unionized companies. 

Even though the nonunionized and the unionized companics 
each perform separate and distinct work, the compulsory union 
contract would be automatically imposed upon the nonunion 
workers. without even h e  show of an election conducted by ihc 
National Labor Relations Board to determine worker suppon. 

The “anti-double breasting” legisiaiion would also enc@urupc 
Common Situs picketing by permitting union organizers to usc‘ 
a dispute with a single subconaactor as an excuse to pickct nnd 
shut down all the other subcontractors at a job site. 

Legislation has been introduced repeatedly in Congrcss to 
loosen the 50-year-old Hatch Act’s restrictions against partisnit 
political activity by federal employees. 

Federal irnion officials now wield monopoly bargaining 
power over federal employees, which makes union officials ihc 
sole conduit for civil servants in collective bargaining nntl 
grievance situations. 

Current proposals to weaken the Hatch Act lack explicit 
prohibitions against the use of monopoly bargaining powcr to 
coerce civil servants into supporting federal union officials’ 
.political agenda. 

Legislation has been introduced in Congress that would 
prevent employers from hiring permanent replacement workcrs 
during a sfrike. 

The bill’s provisions would also penalize workers wtio 
choose not to strike by giving preferential. post-strike hiring 
privileges to strikers. 

Since an employer is unlikely to find employees who will 
work during a violent strike under these conditions. ernploycrs 
would be forced to cave in to every demand by union officials - including the demand that workers who refuse to pay unioit 
dues be tired. 

6. ’ 

7. 

8. 

9. 
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U.S. Senate 
Questions#: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  - -  - - - - - - -  ' r ry  Sanford-D 
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.uch Faircloth-R 
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J.S. House of Representatives 
Questions#: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  

J5t- 1 
pa Clayton-D 
Id Tyler-R Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y  

stdLTt2  

- -  - - - - - - -  

SI Valentine,  Jr.-D - - - - - - - - - 
in Qavis-R Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y  

s&?iat3 
vifpin Lancaster-D Y Y Y Y Y - Y N Y 

thy . :  Pollard-R Y Y Y Y Y Y Y N Y  
. . ~  
._ .. 

D M r f r r t  0 
David Price-D 
Vicky Goudie-R 

DLperlat 5 
Stephen Neal-D 
Richard Burr-R 

D b t z M  6 
Robin Hood-D 
J. Howard Coble-R 

D l s t x l a t  7 
Char l ie  Rose-D 
Robert Anderson-R 

D M t l a t  8 
W. G .  Hefner-D 
Coy Privette-R 

D i p t r M  9 
Rory Blake-D 
J. Alex M d l l a n - R  

Y Y Y Y Y Y Y N Y  
Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y  

Y Y Y Y Y Y Y - Y  
Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y  

Quastions #: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
D M t l c l t  10 - - - - - - - - - Ben N e i l l - D  
T. Cass Eallenger-R 

D k t r i a t  11 
John Stevens-D - - y  - - - - - -  
Charles  Taylor-R Y Y Y Y Y  Y Y Y Y 

D i a t r i a t  12 
Melvin W a t t - D  
Barbara Gore 
Washington-R 

Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y 

- - - - - - - - - 
- - - - - - - - - 

. Do you believe an employee who does not want the "Services" 
of a labor union should have the right to refuse to accept that 
union as his exclusive representative, which federal law now 
forces him to accept? 

. Will you support repeal of the provisions in federal laws which 
authorize compulsory unionism? 

. Do you favor preservation of Section 14@) of the Taft-Hartley 
Act. which authorizes sfate Right to Work laws? 

. Would you support legislation to end the special immunity 
union officials presently enjoy from prosecution under the 
federal antiextortion statute? 

. Will you oppose the forced unionization of federal, state. 
county and municipal employees? 

Will you support amendments to the Federal Election 
Campaign Act to prohibit the use of compulsory union dues 
and fees for political causes and candidates o w &  by union 
members? 
Will you oppose so-called ''anti-double breasling" legislalion 
hat hase as its primry goal. to forcibly unionize employees of 
construction companies? 
Will you oppose legislation to weaken or destroy the Hatch 
Act, which protects federal employees from union political 
coercion? 
Will you oppose legislation that would piinish or require the 
firing of employees who choose to work during a saike, and 
give union officials the power to shut down businesses that 
refuse ts force their employees to pay union dues? 

Note: The National Right to Work Committee, of course. endorses no candidates. We are a nonpartisan organization. But 
we believe that you as a Right to Work supporter are entitled to know which candidates wZ: siipport the right of every 
American to earn a living - without having to pay union bosses for the privilege. 



BACKGRCDUMPPEIP 
The information below is helpful in explaining the 

questions on the reverse side of this form. - 
1. 
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5.  

~ __ 
A union, under present federal laws, is empowered to 

represent and bind all employees in a company’s bargaining 
unit - including employees who oppose the union and don’t 
want its ”services.” 

the adminiswdtion oi President John F. Kennedy. 

Labor unions are the only private organization in the u 
which can legally force individuals 10 pay dues into thL 

6. 

This monopoly bargaining power, generally described as 
“exclusive bargaining rights.” deprives employees of their right 
to bargain for themselves. Union officials fought for this power 
and refwe to give it up; yet hey complain they are “unfairly 
burdened by the legal obligation” to represent nonmembers. 

Such complaints att intended to pave the way For compelling 
financial suppon from so-called “free riders” for representation 
thev do not want 

The fuing of workers who refuse to pay union dues and/or 
fees is explicitly sanctioned by both the National Labor 
Relations Act and the National Railway Labor Act. 

Section 7 of the NLRA, for example, stipulates that 
employees shall have “the right to refrain“ from participating in 
union activities ”except to the extent rhat such right may be 
affected by an agreement requiring membership in a labor 
organization as a condition of employment.” 

The problem of compulsory unionism was created by 
Congress. It will not be solved until Congress repeals the 
existing fed& authorizations of compulsory unionism. 

In 21 states. wage earners - except those covered by the 
National Railway Labor Act - are shielded from compulsory 
unionism by Right to Work laws. 

The Florida guarantee is typical of these laws, saying, ‘The 
right of persons to work shall no1 be denied or abridged on 
account of membership or nonmembership in any labor union or 
labor organization.” 

The authority of states to adopt and enforce such laws is 
reaffmed by Section 14@) of the Taft-Hanley amendments to 
the National Labor Relations Act. 

Extortion. as a technique, is extremely useful to union 
officiais in obtaining such demands as compulsory union shops, 
“agency” shops, compulsory hiring halls and irrevocable dues 
check-off clauses. 

While most criminal law is administered at the state and local 
level, some criminal activities (including extortion), which 
obsuuct interstate commerce, have been deemed by Congress to 
be so important that they should be. covered by federal statutes. 

As the federal law currently stands, union officials have 
unique special immunities from prosecution for h t e n i n g  to 
commit or committing felonies - such as murder, 
manslaughter, maiming, arson. aggravated property destruction. 
explosives or firearms offenses, etc. - to obtain collective 

For the past several years, Congress has been confronted by 
bills designed to authorize the forced unionization of public 
employees at various levels of government. 

Several of these proposals are aimed at state. county a& 
municipal employees and would nullify existing state laws 
which shield public employees from union coercion. 

Other bills would strip postal workers and other federal 
employees of the freedom of choice guaranteed by the Postal 
Reorganization Act of 1970 and executive orders dating back to 

bargaining demands. 

treasuries. 
The Federal Election Campaign Act (FECA) p h i b i s  uni. 

officials from giving any of these dues dollars directly (0 
candidate for federal office. 

At the same time, FECA permits union officials to u 
workers’ compulsory dues dollars for “in-kind” politic 
spending on goods and services to elect candidates for feder: 
offices. 

These “h-kind” expenditures are in addition to union PA 
contributions: they are seidom - if ever - documented ( 
reported to the Federal Election Commission. 

No official statistics for total union “in-kind” expenditurc 
are available. But Labor columnist Victor Xiesel estimated Ih; 
this so-called “soft money” amounted to I!! times more tha 
what union PACs gave in cash conuibutions. Based on Uta 
yardstick, union “soft money” in 1990 exceeded $350 million. 

In recent years, legislation has been introduced in Congm 
to automatieally impose union represenation upon workers o 
nonunionized companies which have even the sligbies 
economic links to unionized companies. 

Even though the nonunionized and the unionhed companie: 
each perform separate and distinct work. the compulsory unior 
contract would be automatically imposed upon the nonunior. 
workers. without even the show of an election conducted by the 
National Labor Relations Board to d e m i n e  worker suppon. 

The “anti-double breasting” legislation would a h  encourage 
Common Situs picketing by permitting union organizers to use 
a dispute with a single suhconmclor as an excuse 10 picket and 
shut down all the other subconactors at a job site. 

Legislation has been introduced repeatedly in Congress to 
loosen the SO-year-old Hatch Act’s restrictions against panisan 
political activity by federal employees. 

Federal union officials now wkld monopoly bargaining 
power over federal employees. which makes union officials the 
sole conduit for civil servants in collective bargkning and 
grievance situations. 

Current phoposals to weaken the Hatch Act lack explicit 
prohibitions against the use of monopoly bargaining power to 
coerce civil servants into supporting federal union officials’ 
politid agenda. 

Legislation has been introduced in Congress that would 
prevent employers from hiring permanenr replacement workers 
during a strike. 

The bill’s provisions would also penalize workers who 
choose not to strike by giving preferential. post-sbike hiring 
privileges to slxikers. 

Since an employer is unlikely to find empIoyees who will 
work during a violent strike under these conaitians, employers 
would be forced to cave in to every demand by union officials 
- including the demand that workers who refuse to pay union 
dues be f d .  

7. 

8. 

9. 
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Questions# 123456789 
D i n t r e  4 
David Pr ice-D 
V i c k y  Goudie-R 

D i s t r M  5 
Stephen Neal-D 
Richard BUKK-R 

D l r t r i o t  6 
Robin Hod-D 
J. Howard Coble-R 

D i u t s i a t  1 
Char l ie  Rose-D 
Robert Anderson-R 

D i . t r i O t  8 
W .  G. Hefner-D 
Coy Privette-R 

V f r r t r M  9 
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J. Alex McMillan-R 

Y Y Y Y Y Y Y N Y  
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Melvin W a t t - D  
Barbara Gore 
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Washingcon-R - - - - - - - - - 

I .  

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

Do you believe an employee who d c d  not want the “services” 
of a labor union should have the right to refuse to accept that 
union as his exclusive representative, which federal law now 
forces him to accept? 

Will you suppon re@ of the provisions in federal laws which 
authorize compulsory unionism? 
Do you favor preservation of Section 14@) of the Taft-Hartley 
Acc, which authorizes state Right to Work laws? 

Would you support legislation to end the special immunity 
union officials presently enjoy from prosecution under the 
federal anti-exmrtion statute? 

Will you oppose the forced unionization of federal, state. 
county and municipal employees? 

Will you support amendments to the Federal Election 
Campaign Act to prohibit the use of compulsory union dues 
and fees for political caws and candidates opposed by union 
members? 
Will you oppose socaued “anti-double brasting” legislation 
rhat has, as its primafy goal, to forxibly unionize employees of 
consauction companies? 
Will you oppose legislation to weaken or destroy the Hatch 
Act, which protects federal employees from union political 
coercion? 
Will you oppose legislation that would punish or require &e 
f ~ n g  of employees who choose to work during a strike, and 
give union officials the power to shut down businesses that 
refuse to Force their employees to pay union dues? 

~~~~ ~~~ 

Note: The National Right to Work Committee, of cotme, endorses no candidates. We are a nonpartisan organization. But 
we believe rhat you as a Right to Work supporter are entitled to know which candidates will support the right of every 
American to earn a living - without having to pay union bosses for the privilege. 
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I. A union, under present federal laws, is empowered to 
represent and bind all employees in a company’s bargaining 
unit - including employees who oppose the union and don’t 
want its “services.” 

This monopoly bargaining power, generally described as 
“exclusive bargaining rights,” deprives employees of their right 
to bargain for themselves. Union officials fought for this power 
and refuse to give it up; yet they complain they are. “unfairly 
burdened by the legal obligation” to represent nonmembers. 

Such complaints are intended to pave the way for compelling 
fmancial support from so-called “free riders” for representation 
they do not want. 

me f ~ n g  of workers who refuse to pay union dues and/or 
fees is explicitly sanctioned by both the National Labor 
Relations Act and the National Railway Labor Act 

Section 7 of the NLRA. for example, stipulates that 
employees shall have “the right u, refrain” h m  participating in 
union activities “except 60 the extent that such right may be 
affected by an agreement requiring membership in a labor 
organization as a condition of employment.” 

2. 

The problem of compulsory unionism was created by 
Congress. It will not be solved until Congress repeals the 
existing federal authorizations OF compulsory unionism. 

In 21 states, wage earners - except those covered by the 
National Railway Labor Act - are shielded from compulsory 
unionism by Right to Work laws. 

The Florida guaranree is typical of these laws, saying. ‘”The 
right of persons to work shall not be denied or abridged on 
account of membership or nonmembership in any labor union or 
labor organization.” 

The authority of states to adopt and enforce such laws is 
reaffirmed by Section 14@) of the Taf t -Wey amendments to 
the Nadonal Labor Relations Act. 

Extortion, as a technique. is extremely useful to union 
officiaIs in obtaining such demands as compulsory union shops, 
“agency“ shops, compulsory hiring halls and irrevocable dues 

While most criminal law is administered at the state and local 
level, some criminal activities (including extortion). which 
obstruct interstate commerce, have been deemed by Congress @ 
be so important that they should be covered by federal statutes. 

As the federal law currently stands, union officials have 
unique special immunities from prosecution for threatening to 
commit or committing felonies - such as  murder. 
manslaughter, maiming, arson, agpvated property destruction, 
explosives or firearms offenses, ex. - to obtain collective 
bargaining demands. 

For the past several years, Congress has been confronted by 
bills designed to authorize the forced unionization of public 
employees at various levels of government 

Several of these proposals are aimed at state, county and 
municipal employees and would nullify existing state laws 
which shield public employees from union coercion. 

Other bills would strip postal workers and other federal 
employees of the freedom of choice guaranteed by the Postal 
Reorganization Act of 1970 and executive orders dating back to 

7. 

3. 

4. 8. 

check-off  clause^. 

9. 

5. 

~ 

the administration of President John F. Kennedy. 
Labor unions are the only private organization in the U.S 

which can legally force individuals io pay dues into theii 
veasuries. 

The Federal Election Campaign Act (FECA) prohibits unior. 
officials from giving any of these dues dollars directly to 2 
candidate for federal office. 

Ai h e  same time, FECA permits union officials to use 
workers’ compulsory dues dollars for ”in-kind” political 
spending on gcods and services to elect candidates for federal 
offices. 

6. 

These %-kind” expenditures are in addition to union PAC 
contributions; they are seldom - if ever - documented or 
reported (0 the Federal Election Commission. 

NO official statistics for total union “in-kind” exgenditures 
are available. But Labor columnist Victor Riesel estimated that 
this so-called “soft money“ amounted to 10 times more than 
what union PACs gave in cash contributions. Based on that 
yardstick. union “soft money” in 1990 exceeded $350 mi!8on. 

In recent years, legislation has been induced  in Congress 
to automatically impose union representation upon workers of 
nonunionized companies which have even the slightest 
economic links to unionized companies. 

Even though the nonunionized and the unionized companies 
each perfcnn separate and distinct work. the compulsory union 
contract would be automatically imposed upon the nonunion 
workers, without even the show of an election conducted by the 
National Labor Relations Board to determine worker support. 

The “anti-double breasting” legislation would also encourage 
Common Situs picketing by permitting union organizens to use 
a dispute with a single subcontractor as an excuse to picket and 
shut down all the other subcontractors at a job site. 

Legislation has been introduced repeatedly in Congress (0 

lmsen the 50-yearald Hatsh Act’s reseicl;ms against partisan 
political activity by fderal employees. 

Federal union officials now wield monopoly bargaining 
power over federal employees, which makes union officials the 
sole conduit for civil servants in collective bargaining and 
grievance situations. 

Current proposals to weaken the Hatch Act lack explicit 
prohibitions against the use of monopoly bargaining power to 
coerce civil servants into supporting federal union officials’ 
political agenda. 

Legislation has been introduced in Congress that would 
prevent employers from hiring permanent replacement workers 
during a strike. 

The bill’s provisions would also penalize workers who 
choose not to strike by giving preferential, post-strike hiring 
privileges to strikers. 

Since an employer is unlikely to find employees who will 
work during a violent strike under these conditions. eiiiployers 
would be forced to cave in to every demand by union officials - including the demand that workers whc reiuse to pay union 
dues be fired. 



BACKGROILIM)ER 
The information below is helpful in explaining the 

questions on rhe ieverse side of this form. 

A union, under present federal laws, is empowered to 
represent and bind all employees in a company’s bargaining 
unit - including employees who oppose the union and don’t 
want its “services.” 

This monopoly bargaining power, generally described as 
“exclusive bargaining rights,” deprives employees of their right 
to bargain for themselves. Union officials fought for this power 
and refuse to give it up; yet they complain they are “unfairly 
burdened by the legal obligation” to represent nonmembers. 

Such complaints are intended to pave the way for compelling 
financial s u p p  from so-called ”free riders” for representation 
.hey do not want. 
. . .  i- . The f ~ n g  of workers who refuse to pay union dues and/or 
‘fees is explicitly sanctioned by both the National Labor 
xelations Act and the National Railway Labor Act. 
i - r  Section 7 of the NLRA. for example. stipulates that 
employees shall have “the right to refrain” from par r ic img in 

;union activities “except IO the extent that such right may be 
, . .  kffected by an agreement requiring membership in a labor 

;:organization .. . .  . as a condition OF employment.” 
i The problem of compulsory unionism was created by 
.~ Congress. It will not be solved until Congress repeals the 
.:existing federal authorizations of compulsory unionism. 

In 21 states, wage earners - except hose covered by the 
National Railway Labor Act - are shielded from compulsory 

The Florida guarantee is typical of these laws, saying, ‘The 
right of persons to work shall not be denied or abridged on 
account of membership or nonmembership in any labor union or 
labor organization.” 

The authority of states to adopt and enforce such laws is 
reaffmed by Section 14@) of the Taft-Hartley amendments to 
the National Labor Relations Act. 

Extortion. as a technique, is extremely useful to union 
officials in obtaining such demands as compulsory union shops, 
“agency” shops, compulsory hiring halls and irrevocable dues 
check-off clauses. 

While most criminal law is administered at the state and local 
level, some criminal activities (including extcrrtion). which 
obstruct interstate commerce, have been deemed by Congress to 
be so important that they should be covered by federal statutes. 

As the federal law currently stands, union officials have 
unique special immunities from prosecution for threatening to 
commit or committing felonies - such as murder, 
manslaughter. maiming, arson, aggravated property destruction. 
explosives or firearms offenses, etc. - to obtain collective 
bargaining demands. 

For the past several years, Congress has been conhunted by 
bills designed to authorize the forced unionization of public 
employees at various levels of government. 

Several of these proposals are aimed at state, county and 
municipal employees and would nullify existing state laws 
which shield public employees from union coercion. 

Other bills would strip postal workers and other federal 
employees of the freedom of choice guaranteed by the Postal 
Reorganization Act of 1970 and executive orders dating back to 

.. . 

.. . . :  . :z : 
.... 
i,.mionism by Right to Work laws. 
.?> 

. 

’. 

the administration of President John F. Kennedy. 

Labor unions are the only private organization in the U.S. 
which can legally force individuals to pay dues into their 
ueas~es. 

The Federal Election Campaign Act (FECA) pmhibits union 
officials from giving any of these dues dollars directly to a 
candidate for federal office. 

At the same time, FECA permits union officials to use 
workers’ compulsory dues dollars for “in-kind” political 
spending on goods and services to elect candidates for federal 
offices. 

These “in-kind” expenditures are in addition to union PAC 
contributions; they are seldom - if ever - documented or 
reponed Io the Federal Election Commission. 

No official stabtics for total union “in-kind” expenditures 
are available. But Labor columnjst Victor Riesel estimated that 
this so-called ”soft money“ amounted b 10 times more than 
what union PACs gave in cash contributions. Based on that 
yardstick, union “soft money” in 1990 exceeded $350 million. 

In recent years, legislation has been int~oduced in Congress 
to automatically impose union representation upon workers of 
nonunionized companies which have even the slightest 
economic links to unionized companies. 

Even though the nonunionized and the unionized companies 
each perfom separate and distinct work. the compulsory union 
contract would be automatically imposed upon the nonunion 
workers, without even the show of an election conducted by b e  
National Labor Relations Board ID determine worker support. 

The “anti-double breasting” legislation would also encourage 
Common Situs picketing by permitting union organizers to use 
a dispute with a single subcontractor as an excuse to picket and 
shut down all the other subcontractors at a job site. 

Legislation has been introduced repeatedly in Congress to 
loosen the 50-year-old Hatch Act’s restrictions against partisan 
political activity by federal employes. 

Federal union officials now wield monopoly bargaining 
power over federal employees, which makes union officials the 
sole conduit for civil servants in collective bargaining and 
grievance situations. 

Current proposals to weaken the Hatch Act lack explicit 
prohibitions against the use of monopoly bargaining power to 
coerce civil servants into supporting federal union officials’ 
political agenda. 

Legislation has been introduced in Congress that would 
prevent employers from hiring permanent replacement workers 
during a strike. 

The bill’s provisions would also penalize workers who 
choose not to strike by giving preferential. post-strike hiring 
privileges to strikers. 

Since an employer is unlikely u) find employees who will 
work during a violent strike under these conditions, employers 
would be forced to cave in to every demand by union offici& 
- including the demand that workers who refuse to pay union 
dues be fired. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 



I US. Senate 
Questions# 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  - - - - - - - - - ' Terrv Sanford-D 

tsooi 722-1992 
Lauch Fai rcloth-R Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y 

~ (919) 790-1111 

I US. ~ o u s e  of Representatives 
QuostionsX: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  .. . 

.~ .. . .. . 
;.-rich 1 
i "Eva Clayton-D - - - - - -  - - _  .. 
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Dlrtriet 4 
David Price-D 
Vicky Goudie-R 

Ri.trLat 5 
Stephen Neal-D 
Richard Burr-R 

D M r i p t  6 
Robin H o d - D  
J. Howard Coble-R 

D3.6triGt 1 
Char l ie  Rose-D 
R o b e r t  Anderson-R 

D i a t r M  8 
W. G .  Hefner-D 
Coy Privette-R 

D M r i m  9 
R o y  Blake-D 
J. Alex McMillan-R 
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Key: 
Y =Yes 
N =No - =NoRespoose 

1. Do you believe an employee who does not want the "services" 
of a labor union should have the right to refuse to accept that 
union as his exclusive representative. which federal law now 
forces him to accept? 

2. Will you support re@ of the provisions in federal laws which 
authorize compulsory unionism? 

3. Do you favor preservation of Section 14@) of the Taft-Wartley 
Act, which authorizes state Right to Work laws? 

4. Would you support legislation to end the special immunity 
union officials presently enjoy from prosecution under the 
federal antiextonion statute? 

5. Will you oppose the forced unionization of federal. state, 
county and municipal employees? 

6. Will you suppor: amendments to the Federal Election 
Campaign Act 10 prohibit the use of compulsory union dues 
and fees for political causes and candidates opposed by union 
members? 

7. Will you oppse so-called "anti-double bmting" legislation 
that has. as its pkmary goal, to forcibly unionize employees of 
construction companies? 

8. Will you oppose legislation to weaken or destroy the Hatch 
Act. which protects federal employees from union political 
coercion? 

9. Will you oppose legislation that would punish or require the 
tiring of emp!oyees who choose to work during a strike, and 
give union officials the power to shut down businesses that 
refuse to force their employees 10 pay union dues? 

Note: The National Right to Work Committee, of course. endorses no candidates. We are a nonpartisan organization. But 
we believe that you as a Right to Work supporter are entifled to know which candidates will support the right of every 
American to eam a living - without having to pay union bosses for the privilege. 



BACKGWOUNLIEBP 
The information below is helpful in explaining the 

questions on the reverse side of this form. 

A union, under present federal laws, is empowered to 
represent and bind all employees in a company’s bargaining 
unit - including employees who oppose the union and don’t 
want its “services.” 

This monopoly bargaining power, generally described as 
“exclusive bargaining rights.” deprives employees of their right 
to bargain for themselves. Union officials fought for this power 
and refuse to give it up; yet they complain they are “unfairly 
burdened by the legal obligation” to represent nonmembers. 

Such complaints ace intended to pave the way for compelling 
f m c i a l  support from so-called “free riders” for representation 
they do not want. 

. .  . .  The f ~ n g  of workers who refuse to pay union dues and/or 
fGes is explicitly sanctioned by both the National Labor 
a+htions Act and the National Railway Labor Act 
i l :  Section 7 of the NLRA. for example. stipulates that 
employees shall have “the right to refrain” from participating in 
?ion activities “except to the extent that such right may be 
affected by an agreement requiring membership in  a labor 
.eganization as a condition of employment.” 
:. The problem of compulsory unionism was created by 
Congress. It will not be solved until Congress repeals the 

rexisting federal authorizations of compulsory unionism. 
’--’ In 21 stales, wage earners - except those covered by !he 
. ~. National Railway Labor Act - are shielded from compulsory 
.:-&nionism by Right to Work laws. 
:: . .~ The Florida guarantee is typical of these laws, saying, ‘The 
fight of persons to work shall not be denied or abridged on 
xmunt of membership or nonmembership in any labor union or 
labor organization.” 

The authority of states to adopt and enforce such laws is 
mffmed by Section 14(b) of the Taft-Hartley amendments to 
the National Labor Relations Act. 

Extortion. as a technique, is extremely useful to union 
officials in obtaining such demands as compulsory union shops, 
“agency“ shops, compulsory hiring halls and irrevocable dues 

While most criminal law is administered at the state and local 
level. some criminal activities (including extortion), which 
obsmci interstate commerce, have been deemed by Congress to 
be so imponant that they should be covered by federal statutes. 

As the federal law currently stands, union officials have 
unique special immunities from prosecution for threatening to 
commit or committing felonies - such as murder, 
mandaughter. maiming, arson, aggravated pmperty destruction. 
explosives or firearms offenses, etc. - to obtain collective 
baegaining demands. 

For the past several years, Congress has been confronted by 
bills designed to authorize the forced unionization of public 
employees a: axious levels of government. 

Several of these propods are aimed at state. county and 
municipal employees and would nullify existing state laws 
which shield public employees from union coercion. 

Other bills would strip postal workers and other federal 
employees of the freedom of choice guaranteed by the Postal 
Reorganization Act of 1970 and executive orders dating back to 

. .  

. .  

. .  

. .  

CheCk-Off c l a m .  

6. 

I. 

8. 

9. 

the administration of President John F. Kennedy. 

Labor unions are the only private organization in the U.S. 
which can legally force individuals to pay dues into iheir 
ueasuries. 

The. Federal Election Campaign Act (FECA) prohibits union 
officials from giving any of phese dues dollars directly to 3 
candidate for federal office. 

At the same time, FECA permits union officials to use 
workers’ compulsory dues doiiars for “in-kind“ political 
spending on g& and services to elect candidates for feded 
offices. 

These “in-kind“ expenditures are in addition to union PAC 
contributions; they are seldom - if ever - documented or 
reported to the Federal Election Commission. 

No cifficial statistics for total union “in-kind” expenditures 
are av.;’able. But Labor columnist Victor Riesel estimated that 
this so-called “soft money’‘ amounted to 10 times more than 
what union PACs gave in cash contributions. Based on that 
yardstick, union “soft money” in 1990 exceeded $350 million. 

In recent years, legislation has been introduced in Congress 
to automatically impose union representation upon workers of 
nonunionized companies which have even the slightest 
economic links to unionized companies. 

Even though the nonunionized and the unionized companies 
each perform separate and distinct work. the compulsory union 
contract would be automatically imposed upon the nonunion 
workers, without even the show of an election conducted by the 
National Labor Relations Board to determine worker support. 

The “anti-double breasting” legislaion would dm encourage 
Common Situs picketing by permitting union organizers to use 
a dispute with a single subconuactor as an excuse (0 picket and 
shut down all the other subconthactors at a job site. 

Legislation has been i n d u c e d  repeatedly in Congress u) 
loosen the 50-year-old Hatch Act’s resmctions against partisan 
political activity by fed& cmployees. 

Federal union officials now wield monopoly bargaining 
power over federal employees. which makes union officials the 
sole conduit for civil servants in collective bargaining and 
grievanw situations. 

Current proposals to weaken the Hatch Act lack explicit 
prohibitions against the use of monopoly bargaining power to 
coerce civil servants into supporting federal union officials’ 
political agenda. 

Legislation has been introduced in Congress that would 
prevent employers from hiring permanent replacement workers 
during a suike. 

The bill’s provisions would also penalize workers who 
choose not to srrike by giving preferential, post-strike hiring 
privileges to saikers. 

Since an employer is unlikely to find employees who will 
work during a violent strike under these conditions, emplcyers 
would be forced to cave in to every demand by union officials 
- including the demand that workers who refuse to pay union 
dues be fued. 
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1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

Key: 
II =Yes 
N = N o  - =WoResp@ase 

Do you believe an employee who does not want the "services" 
of a labor union should have the right to refuse to accept that 
union as his excIusive represenrative. which federaI law now 
forces him to accept? 

Will you support repeal of the provisions in federal laws which 
authorize compulsoly unionism? 
I)o you favor preservation of Section I4@) of the Taft-Hartley 
Act, which authorizes state Right to Work laws? 

Would you support legislation to end the special immunity 
union officials presenrly enjoy from prosecution under the 
federal antiextortion statute? 

Will you oppose the forced unionization of federal, state, 
county and municipal employees? 

6. Will you support amendments to she Federal Election 
Campaign Act to prohibit the use of compulsory union dues 
and fees for political causes and candidates opposed by union 
members? 

7. Will you oppose So-call~xl "anti-double breasting" legislation 
!hat has, as its primary goal, to forcibly unionize employees of 
consmction companies? 

8. Will you oppose legislation to weaken or destroy the Hatch 
Act. which protects federal employees from union political 
coercion? 

9. Will you oppose legislation that would punish or require h e  
firing of employees who choose to work during a strike. 3rd 
give union officials the power to shut down businesses that 
refwe to force their employees to pay union cks? 

Note: The National Right to Work Committee, of course. endorses no candidates. We are a nonpartisan organization. But 
we klieve that you as a Right to Work supporter are entitled to know which candidates will suppn the right of every 
American to eam a living - without having to pay union bosses for the privilege. 
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NRL4224 P G l M  "UT" SURVE RGET SPECIAL JOB#4116 CE CINDI 10-16 9:38 
October XX, 1992 

X x x X x m  

Dear XL-: 

, I'm writing you a personal better today because I'm very 
concerned about how congressman Wayne Owens will vote on 
compu1eory~unionism legislation if he becomes Utah'B next U.S. 
Genator. 

$7 . . .  ... If, a6 a U.S. Senator, Wayne Owens continues to vote to hand 
~=.compuleoryiiunfsnism pawers to Siq Labor, U t a h  will suffer. 
flh .. . ~ .  . will the entire nation. 

U n t i l  now, Congressman Owens has voted with the union i +-! 

. .. And 
~- 

! -. 

vidual freedom €or workere a 

~. . 
.. c-; . Anu in 1990, Mr. Owens voted twice in the House to allow 
._ 5.: .;overriment union chieftains to declare open season on harassing 

7 . 9  mil l ion  federal employees and thousands o f  U.S. taxpayers to 
support the union political machine by repealing the Hatch A c t .  
Big Labcr came j u s t  two votes shy of corralling enough senatora to 
override President Bush'a voto  and gut the 53-year-old law. 

Mr. Owons's vote In the Senate could gut Big Cabor over the 
t op  on these and countlesa other union-boss power grabs. 

Orgaiiized Labor is within 
our federal government, If th 
'Jtah and j u e t  two other Senate 
~ ~ ~ l U ~ ~ . i I  (and possibly the White 
cast the kQy Senate vote to enact the entire ::i1ion-bOsa political 
agenda into law. 

He could vote  to destroy Utah's cherished Right to Work law 
by abolishing Section l4(b) o f  the Taft-Hartley A c t ,  enact the 
Pushbutton Strike bill, repeal the Hatch A c t ,  and Fort.:: all 
govormont: employees t o  pay union duos to swell Big La!.,. r ' s  
political and organizing coffers. 

phone c a l l s ,  letters and postcards. Thousands of angry Utah 
citizens a r e  urging him t o  sapport Right to Work. 

That's why I'VQ urged you to inundate Congressman Owens with 



tit!t?ll\ 
But Congressman Owens continues to stonewall. Your protests 
Lo bt! falll11y 011 deaf ears. 

Whv is Wavne Owens lanorinor vou and the rest of the huge 
majorit; of ut& citizens-who opp- pulsory unionism? ” 

for -he<Senate. 
Union operatives have s t u f f e  

3 ox- 
K&.X.XX into his campaigns - 

-~ ~ 

And that cash is only the t i p  of the iceberg. Union 
g o l i t i  7.  .‘, pros have probably dumped ten timea t h a t  into 
Conyrcsssman Owene’s campaigns i n  the form o f  “soft money“ -- 
partisan get-out-the-vote drives, phone banks, and full-time 

!.. paid  “volunteer$Jj/rl - 
, f - .  

i ; ~ :  . . ~  So while Congressman Owens 
~ .:-’ supporters his position on forc 

’-. he’ll vote any way they say .  I 
arrangement. He votes their wa 

:~~ a ~ d  nannkn campatgns w i t h  force 
. .  workers. 

PLeaso c a l l  Congressman Owns m~ at@)rM%and urge 
:; .~ . him to repudiate his support €or forced unl ’dn iem. 
i~ howls and screams can make Congressman Owens renounce his  cozy 

relationship with Big Labor.  

A -. 

k A w 
gar .  4&-/94?2 ~. . . .  . .  

. .  
Only  you^‘ --- 

.. ~. . .  .. . .. . 
~~ ~ Tell congressman Owens you won‘t stand for h i s  political 

dirty pool of t ak ing  Big Labor backroom payoffs - -  while he 
stonewalls Utah citizene. Tell him he‘s no t  fooling any body, and 
urge him to s top  voting to force workers to pay union duee. 

On the other hand. Mr. Owenskopponent, Bob Bennett, &d 
respond to his survey 100% for Right to Work. 

Mr. Bennett has promised to help Ted Kennedy’s 
Puehbutton S t r i k e  bill, fight for tougher enforcement of the 

.. ~ . . .  . .  . ~ .  . . .  . .~. 

Supreme Court’s ban on the use of forced duas for politics. 
oppose efforts to require public aervanto to pay union d w s ,  and 
crack down on strike violence. 

However. M r .  Bennett i s  under intense pressure f r o m  union 
goons to renounce his Right to Work support. 
t o l l  M r .  Bennett n o t  to back down. 

It‘s v i t a l  that:  you 801 - 52 1-7534 
Please call him a t r  yxK;51-iltrar7) - e and tell him the people of Utah support his pledge. - 
Sincerely, 

Reed Larson 

P.S. Congressman Wayne Ow. : must feel the 2leat- from concerned 
citizens like you to ..: s voting to Eorce workers to pay 
union dues. 
Senate b a t t l e ,  when he is most likely t o  mend his Washington 

-- - Nowdis t::e time, in the facs of a tough U . S .  

Please c a l l  him today. 



XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX 
XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX 
XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX 

Dear xxxM< XXXXXXXX: 

October XX, 1992 

I'm writing you a personal letter today because I'm very 
concerned about how Congressman Wayne Owens will vote on 
compulsory-unionism legislation if he becomes Utah's next U.S. 
Senator. 

If, as a U.S. Senator, Wayne Owens continues to vote to hand 
compulsory-unionism powers to Big Labor, Utah will suffer. And 
so will the entire nation. 

Until now, Congressman Owens has voted with the union 
hierarchy and against individual freedom for workers and small 
businesses almost every time. 

As the second biggest recipient of union-boss political cash 
in the entire U.S. House of Representatives, Congressman Owens 
helped pass Ted Kennedy's Pushbutton Strike bill (H.R. 5/S.  55). 
The Strike bill failed with only one vote to spare in the Senate. 

And in 1990, Mr. Owens voted twice in the House to allow 
government union chieftains to declare open season on harassing 
2.9 million federal employees and thousands of U.S. taxpayers to 
support the union political machine by repealing the Batch Act. 
Big Labor came just two votes shy of corralling enough senators 
to override President Bush's veto and gut the 53-year-old law. 

top on these and countless other union-boss power grabs. 

Organized Labor is within a whisker of total control over 
our federal government. If the union political machine sweeps 
Utah and just two other Senate seats into Big Labor's vote column 
(and possibly the White House as well), Mr. Owens could cast the 
key Senate vote to enact the entire union-boss political agenda 
into law. 

He could vote to destroy Utah's cherished Right to Work law 

M r .  Owens's vote in the Senate could put Big Labor over the 

by abolishing Section 14(b) of the Taft-Hartley Act, enact the 
Pushbutton Strike bill, repeal the Hatch Act, and force all 
government employees to pay union dues to swell Big Labor's 
political and organizing coffers. 

phone calls, letters and postcards. Thousands of angry Utah 
citizens are urging him to support Right to Work. 

That's why I've urged you to inundate Congressman Owens witii 
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But Congressman Owens continues to stonewall. Your protests 

Why is Wayne Owens ignoring you and the rest of the huge 

Union operatives have stuffed $803,000 into his campaigns 

And that cash is only the tip of the iceberg. Union 

seem to be falling on deaf ears. 

majority of Utah citizens who oppose compulsory unionism? 

for the U . S .  House and now the Senate. 

political pros have prohably dumped ten times that into 
Congressman Owens's campaigns in the form of itsoft moneyT8 - -  
partisan get-out-the-vote drives, phone banks, and full-time paid 
"volunteers. 

So while Congressman Owens is refusing to tell Right to Work 
supporters his position on forced unionism, union lobbyists know 
he'll vote any way they say. 
arrangement. He votes their way; they bankroll his congressional 
and senate campaigns with forced-union dues stolen from American 
workers. 

It's a simple (if sleazy) 

Please call Congressman Owens now at (801) 486-1992 and urge 
him to repudiate his support for forced unionism. Only you1" 
howls and screams can make Congressman Owens renounce his cozy 
relationship with Big Labor. 

dirty pool of taking Big Labor backroom payoffs - -  while he 
stonewalls Utah citizens. Tell him he's not fooling anvbodv, and 
urge him to stop voting to force workers to pay union dues. 

On the other hand, Mr. Owens's opponent, Bob Bennett, did 
respond to his survey 100% for Right to Work. 

M r .  Bennett has promised to help Stop Ted Kennedy's 
Pushbutton Strike bill, fight for tougher enforcement of the 
Supreme Court's ban on the use of forced dues for politics, 
oppose efforts to require public servants to pay union dues, and 
crack down on strike violence. 

goons to renounce his Right to Work support. It's vital that you 
tel.1 Mr. Bennett not to back down. Please Call him at (801) 521- 
9534 and tell him the people of Utah support his pledge. 

Tell Congressman Owens you won't stand for his political 

However, Mr. Bennett is under intense pressure from union 

Sincerely, 

Reed Larson 

P.S. Congressman Wayne Owens must feel the heat from concerned 
citizens like you to stop voting to force workers to pay 
union dues. Now is the time, in the face of a tough U.S. 
Senate battle, when he is most likely to mend his Washington 
ways. Please call him today. 



October XX, 1992 
XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX 
XXXXXMWWMW(: 
XMXXXXXXXXXXXX 

Dear XXXXXX XXXXXXXX: 

I'm writing you a personal letter today because I'm very 
concerned about how Congressman Wayne Owens will vote on 
compulsory-unionism legislation if he becomes Utah's next U.S. 
Senator. 

If, as a U.S. Senator, Wayne Owens continues to vote to hand 
compulsory-unionism powers to Big Labor, Utah will suffer. And 
so will the entire nation. 

Until now, Congressman Owens has voted with the iiiiion n 

And in 1990, Mr. Owens voted twice in the House to allow 
government union chieftains to declare open season on harassing 
2.9 million federal employees and thousands of U . S .  taxpayers to 
support the union political machine by repealing the Hatch Act. 
Big Labor came just two votes shy of corralling enough senators 
to override President Bush's veto and gut the 53-year-old law. 

top on these and countless other union-boss power grabs. 

our federal government. If the 
Utah and just two other Senat 
(and possibly the White House 
key Senate vote to enact the 
into law. 

M r .  Owens's vote in the Senate could put Big Labor over the 

Organized Labor is within a 

He could vote to destroy Utah's cherished Right to Work law 
by abolishing Section 14(b) o f  the Taft-Hartley Act, enact the 
Pushbutton Strike bill, repeal the Hatch Act, and force all 
government employees to pay union dues to swell Big Labor's 
political and organizing coffers. 

phone calls, letters and postcards. Thousands of angry Utah 
citizens are urging him to support Right to Work. 

That's why I've urged you to inundate Congressman Owens with 



But Congressman Owens continues to stonewall. Your protests 

Why is Wayne Owens ignoring you and the rest of the huge 

seem to be falling on deaf ears. 

majority of Utah citizens who oppo 

political pros have probably clumped ten times that into 
Congressman Owens’s campaigns in the form of “sof t  money” - -  
partisan get-out-the-vote drives, phone banks, and full-time paid 
Wolunteers. It 

supporters his position on forced unionism, uni 
he’ll vote any way they say. It’s a simple (if 
arrangement. He votes their way; they bankroll his congressional 
and senate campaigns with forced-union dues stolen from American 
workers. 

So while Congressman Owens is refusing to 

Please call Congressman Owens now at (801) 486-1992 and urge 
him to repudiate his support for forced unionism. Only 
howls and screams can make Congressman Owens renouiice his cozy 
relationship with Big Labor. 

Tell Congressman Owens you won’t stand €or his political 
dirty pool of taking Big Labor backroom payoffs - -  while he 
stonewalls Utah citizens. Tell him he’s not fooling anvbodv, and 
urge him to stop voting to force workers to pay union dues. 

On the other hand, Mr. Owens‘s opponent, Bob Bennett, did 
respond to his survey 100% for Right to Work. 

Mr. Bennett has promised to help Ted Kennedy’s 
Pushbutton Strike bill, fight for tougher enforcement of the 
Supreme Court’s ban on the use of forced dues for politics, 
oppose efforts to require public servants to pay union dues, and 
crack down on strike violence. 

However, Mr. Bennett is under intense pressure from union 
goons to renounce his Right to Work support. It’s vital that you 
tell Mr. Bennett not to back down. Please call him at (801) 521- 
9534 and tell him the people of Utah support his pledge. 

Sincerely, 

Reed Larson 

P.S. Congressman Wayne Owens must feel the heat from concerned 
citizens like you to stop voting to force workers to pay 
union dues, Now is the time, in the €ace of a tough U . S .  
Senate battle, when he is most likelylmend his Washington 
ways. Please call him today. 



U.S. Senate 
Questions# f 2 3 4 5 6 ? 8 9  

Wayne Owens-D _ _ - _ _ _ - - _  
(801) 466-1992 
~ o b e r t  B e n n e t t 4  Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y  
(801) 521-9534 

U.S. House of R epresentatiwes 
Questions%: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  

D i a h r i a e  1 
James Hansen-R Y Y Y Y Y Y Y - Y  
(801) 451-5218 

- - y  - - - _ - -  Ron Halt-D 
(801) 544-0963 

D - M  2 
Karen Shepherd+ 
(801) 532-5241 
Enid Greene-R Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y  
(801) 521-2808 

- - - - - - - - - 

D W Z k k  3 
B i l l  Onon-D 
1801) 226-1112 
Richard Harrington-A 
(8011 324-6102 

------I-- 

Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y 

Key: 
Y .;Yes 
N =No - =NoResponse 

1. Do you believe an employee who does not want Ihe "services" 
of a labor union should have the right to refuse to accept that 
union as his exclusive represenrative, which federal law now 
forces him to accept? 

2. Will you support repeal of the provisions in federal laws which 
authorize compulsory unionism? 

3. Do you favor preservation of Section 146) of the Taft-Hartley 
Act. which authorizes state Right to Work laws? 

4. Would you support legislation to end the special immunity 
union officials presently enjoy from prosecution under the 
federal antiextonion statute? 

5. Will you oppose the forced unionization of federal, state, 
county and municipal employees? 

6. Will you support amendments to the Federal Election 
Campaign Act to prohibit the use OF compulsory union dues 
and fees for political muses and candidates opposed by union 
members? 

I. Will you oppose. so-called "anti-double breasting" legislz!lnn 
that has, as its primary goal, to forcibly unionize employees of 
construction companies? 

8. Will you oppose iegislation to weaken or destroy the Hatch 
Act, which protects federal employees from union political 
coercion? 

9. Will you oppse  legislation that would punish or require the 
Firing of employees who choose LO work during a strike, and 
give union officials the power to shut down businesses that 
refuse to force their employees IO pay union dues? 

~ ~ ~ ~~ ~ -~ -~ 

No?n: The National Right LO Work Committee, of course, endorses no candidates. We are a nonpartisan organizatzon. Bur 
we believe lhat you as a Right to Work supporter are entitled to know which candidates will support the right of every 
American to earn a living -without having to pay union bosses for the privilege. 

UT 



BACKGROUNDER 
The informsrion below is helpful in explaining the 

questions on the revme side of this fm. 

Since an employer is unlikely to find employees who will 
work during a violent strike under these conditions, employers 
wouX k forced to cave in to every demand by union officials 
- including the demand that workers who refuse to pay union 
dues be fired. 

.~ 

:.. 

A union, under present federal laws, is empowered to 
represent and bind all employees in a company’s bargaining 
unit - including employees who oppose the union and don’t 
want is “services.” 

This monopoly bargaining power. generally described as 
“exclusive bargaining rights,” deprives employees of their right 
to bargain for themselves. Union officials fought for this power 
and refuse to give it up; yet they complain they are “unfairly 
burdened by the legal obligation” Io represent nonmembers. 

Such complaints are intended to pave the way for compelling 
financial support from so-called “free riders” for repmenlation 
they do not want. 

The r i n g  of workers who refuse to pay union dues and/or 
fees is explicitly sanctioned by both the National Labor 
Relations Act and the National Railway Labor Act 

Section 7 of the NLRA, for example, stipulates that 
employees shall have “the right to rehain” from participating in 
union activities “except to the extent that such right may be 
affected by an agreement requiring membership in a labor 
organization as a condition of employment.” 

The problem of compulsory unionism was created by 
Congress. It will not be solved until Congress repeals the 
existing federal authorizations of compulsory unionism. 

In 21 states. wage earners - except those covered by the 
National Railway Labor Act - are shielded from compulsory 
unionism by Right to Work laws. 

The Florida guarantee is typical of these laws, saying, ‘The 
right of persons to work shall not be denied or abridged on 
account of membership or nonmembership in any labor union or 
labor organization.” 

The authority of states to adopt and enforce such laws is 
reaffmed by Section 14@) of the Taft-Hartley amendments to 
che National Labor Relations Act. 

Extortion, as a technique, is extremely useful to union 
officials in obtaining such demands as compulsory union shops. 
“agency” shops, compulsory hiring halls and inevocable dues 
check-off clauses. 

While most criminal law is administered at the state and local 
level, some criminal activities (including extortion), which 
obsmct interstate commerce, have been deemed by Congress to 
be so important that they should be covered by federal statutes. 

As the federal law currently stands. union officials have 
unique special immunities from prosecution for Lhrearening to 
commit or committing felonies - such as murder, 
manslaughter. maiming, arson, aggravated pmperry desauction, 
explosives or firearms offenses, etc. - to obtain collective 
bargaining demands. 

For the past several years, Congress has been confronted by 
bills designed to authorize the forced unionization of public 
employees at various levels of government. 

Several of these proposals are aimed at state, county and 
municipal employees and would nullify existing state laws 
which shietd public employees from union coercion. 

Other bills would strip postal workers and other federal 
employees of the freedom of choice guaranteed by the Postal 
Reorganization Act of 1970 and executive orders dating back to 
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TARGET SPECIAL JOt31t41l.6 CINDI 10-16 9:30 
October xx, 1992 

1 X ~ ! ~ x x ~ ~  
Y; XXX 
x x x  
23ar XXXMUOOU(XXXXXXXX: 

\\ le t ter  tadav  e I'm vary c ~ ' m  wr i t i ng  you a perso 
oncerned about how S a n a t o r E e e t  Hollings w i l l  vote on 
o m p u l s o r ~ n l o n i e m  l e g i e l a t l o n  i f  South Carol inians vote  h i m  
nother term. 

k&fnpst  Fr*A~"Cloll;eg~ 

..- . .. I€ Senator Holllngs continues t o  vote  t o  hand c o m p u l s o r ~  
' =>:.: unionism powere t o  B i g  Labor, South Carolina w i l l  suffer. And so 
~ . . .  . .. '4 w i l l  t h e  en t i r e  nat ion.  

U n t i l  now, Senator Hollicg~a has voted w i t h  the union 
,. . , i: 

I :. .. . .. . . . .  
: :  

: ' '  hierarchy and again$t  individual  freedom €or workers end small 
i:.. busineasea almost every time. 
i; 
- .. . .  ~. . Sonator Kollings has not exac t ly  been a Right t o  Work 

J u s t  recent ly ,  he voted t o  block enforcement of the  1988 
Supreme Court ban on the uBe oE forced dues f o r  p o l i t i c s .  

And in 1990, M r .  *:.:? ' ings voted +.vice t o  allow government 
union c h i e f t a i n s  t o  de: :.....e open season on harassing 2 . 9  million 
federal  employees and thousands of U.S. taxpayers t o  support: the 
m i o n  p o l i t i c a l  machine b y  repealing t h e  Hatch A c t .  Big Labor 
zame just two votes shy of c o r r a l l i n g  enough sena tors  t o  overr ide 
Preeidont Bush'e nd g u t  the 53-year-old law. 

.. . .  .~ 
l i  

.~.... .-. advocate i n  t h e  Senate. .. - 

.. . _ _  
I :  %.._ _. 

.-.. . .  

5 :  . . ~  . . ~  
2 i i  

M r .  Hollings e i n  the  Senate could put  B i g  Labor over 
the top  on t h e m  and count less  o ther  union-boss power grabe. 

Organized Labor is within a whisker of t o t a l  cont ro l  over 
our f ede ra l  government. I f  the union p o l i t i c a l  machine sweeps 
South Carolina and j u s t  two other Senate s e a t s  i n t o  Big Labor's 
vote column (and possibly t h e  White House BIB well), Mr. Hollings 
could c a s t  the key Senate vote  t o  enact the o n t i r o  union-boss 
p o l i t i c a l  agenda i n t o  law. 

He could vote  t o  destroy South Carol ina 's  cherished R i g h t  to 
Work law by abol iehing Section 14(b) of the Taft-Hartley Act, 
enact t h e  Pushbutton S t r i k e  b i l l ,  repeal  t he  Hatch Act, and force 
all government employees t o  pay union duo6 t o  swell  Big Labor's 
p o l i t i c a l  and organizing cof fers .  

phone calla, lattorn and pootoardr;. Thousand8 of angry South 
Carolina c i t i z e n s  are urging him t o  support Right  t o  Work. 

That's why I've urged you t o  inundate Senator Kollinge w i t h  



mein to be falling on deaf eara. 

inajorlty of South Carolina citizens who oppose compulsory 
Why is Ernest Hollings ignoring you and the rest of the huge 

unioni am? am, QQQ 
Union operatives have stuffed $- into his campaigns 

for the Senate. 

And that cash is only the tip of the iceberg. Union 
pros have probably dumped ten timea that into Senator 
campaigns in the form of "soft money" -- partisan get- L 
te drives, phone banks, and paid "volunteers. I' 

So while Senator Hoflings is refusing to t 
supporters h i s  position on forced unionism, uni 
he_ ' l l  vote any they say. It's a simple (if 
votee their wa hey bankroll his campaigns wi 
duee s t o l e n  fr erican workers. 

I/ 
Please call Senator Hollings at: (803) 723-0700 and urgo 

him to repudiate his support for farced unionism. 
howls and screams can make Senator Hollings renounce h i s  cozy 
relationship with Big Labor.  

dirty pool  of taking Bicj  
stonewalls South Carol '  tizens. Tell him he's not fooling, 
SGvbody, and urgo him 
::lion duaa. 

Only 

Tell Senator H0l i f r . z . j  you won't stand for his political 
* o r  backroom payoffs -- while he 
-.? voting to force workers to pay 

On the other hand, Mr. HclLin opponent, Tommy Hartnett, 

Kr. 'lirtnett has ~ r : -  . ..: to help &QQ Ted Kennedy's 

resg0r.d to h i s  survey 100% for Right to Work. 

r ' u s h b u t t c ; ~  S t r i k e  bill. ,:- .. for tougher enforcement oE the 
Suprema C c i i r t ' ~  ban on t ' h  use of forced dues €or politics, 
oppose efforts to require public servants to pay union dues, and 
crack down on strike violence. 

Hc:..ever, Mr. Hartnett is under intense pressure from union 
goons to renounce his Right to Work support. 
tell Mr. Hartnett not to back down. Please call him a t  (803) 
720-996 and tell him South Carolinians support his pledge. 

I t ' s  vital that you 

4 Sincerely, 

Reed Lareon 

P . S .  Senator Ernest Hollings must f e e l  the heat  from concerned 
citizens like you to stop voting to force workers to pay 
union dues. Now, in the face of a tough U . S .  Senate battle, 
is when he is most likely to mend his Washington ways. 
Please call him today. 



October XX, 1992 

Dear X X X X X X  XXXXXXXX: 

I'm writing you a personal letter today because I'm very 
concerned about how Senator Ernest Hollings will vote on 
compulsory-unionism legislation if South Carolinians vote him 
another term. 

If Senator Hollings continues to vote to hand compulsory- 
unionism powers to Big Labor, South Carolina will suffer. And so 
will the entire nation. 

Until now, Senator Hollings has voted with the union 
hierarchy and against individual freedom for workers and small 
businesses almost every time. 

advocate in the Senate. 
Senator Hollings has not exactly been a Right to Work 

Just recently, he voted to block enforcement of the 1988 
Supreme Court Beck ban on the use of forced dues for politics. 

And in 1990, Mr. Hollings voted twice to allow government 
union chieftains to declare open season on harassing 2.9 million 
federal employees and thousands of U.S. taxpayers to support the 
union political machine by repealing the Hatch Act. Big Labor 
came just two votes skf of corralling enough senators to override 
President Bush's veto and gut the 53-year-old law. 

cb 
c A Mr. Hollings'i vote in the Senate could put Big Labor over 

the top on these and countless other union-boss power grabs. 

Organized Labor is within a whisker of total control over 
our federal government. If the union political machine sweeps 
South Carolina and just two other Senate seats into Big Labor's 
vote column (and possibly the White House as well), Mr. Hollings 
could cast the key Senate vote to enact the entire union-boss 
political agenda into law. 

He could vote to destroy South Carolina's cherished Right to 
Work law by abolishing Section 14(b) of the Taft-Hartley Act, 
enact the Pushbutton Strike bill, repeal the Hatch Act, and force 
a l l  government employees to pay union dues to swell Big Labor's 
political and organizing coffers. 

phone calls, letters and postcards. Thousands of angry South 
Carolina citizens are urging him to support Right to Work. 

That's why I've urged you to inundate Senator Hollings with 



But Senator Hollings contiw.;.?s to stonewall. Your protests 

Why is Ernest Hollings ignoring you and the rest of the huge 

I seem to be falling on deaf ears. 

majority of South Carolina citizens who oppose compulsory 
unionism? do9@Q 

Union operatives have stuffed $- into his campaigns 

And that cash is only the tip of the iceberg. Union 
political pros have probably dumped ten times that into Senator 

, -Hollings'bcampaigns ..: ._ in the form of 'Isoft moneyH - -  partisan get- 
out-the-vote drives, phone banks, and paid flvolunteer?s.lf 

Sc while Senator Hollings is refusing to tell Right to Work 
supporters his position on forced unionism, union lobbyists know 

dues stolen from American workers. 

for the Senate. 
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I-' ... .~ he'll vote any way they say. It's a simple (if sleazy1 deal. He 
.;I- votes their wayGthey bankroll his campaigns with forced-union 
I T /  

..L. 

.. _. Please call Senator Hoilings n ~ w  at (803) '723-0700 and urge -. 
?_ 
:. ~i 
. .  

him to repudiate his support for forced unionism. Only  you^^ 

reiationship with Big Lakor. 

Tell Senator Hollings you won't stand for his political 
dirty pool of taking Big Labor backroom payoffs - -  while he 
stonewalls South Carolina citizens. Tell him he's not fooling 
anvbodv, and urge him to stop voting to force workers to pay 
union dues. 

i _  ~. . howls and screams can make Senator Hollings renounce his cozy 
I. i .- .~ .. . 
i . :  . . .  . ._ .- 

------- On the other hand, Mr. Hollings' 2 opponent, Tomy Hartnett, 
I_ did respond to his survey 100% for Right to Work. 

M r .  Hartnett has promised to help Ted Kennedy's 
Pushbutton Strike bill, fight for tougher enforcement of the 
Supreme Court's ban on the use of forced dues for politics, 
oppose efforts to require public servants to pay union dues, and 
crack down on strike violence. 

However, Mr. Hartnett is under intense pressure from urrion 
goons to renounce his Right to Work support. It's vital that you 
tell M r .  Hartnett not to back down. Please call him at (803) 
720-8860 and tell him South Carolinians support his pledge. 

Sincerely, 

Reed Larson 

P.S. Senator Ernest Hollings must feel the heat from concerned 
citizens like you to stop vot ng to force workers to p3y 

is when he is most likely mend his Washington ways. Please 
call him t sday . 

----union dues. Now, in the faceha f tough U.S. Senate battle, 
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Key: 
Y =Yes 
PI = N o  

I US. Senate 
QueaUons#: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  

~ o m y  Hartnec t -R Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y  

~ US. House of Representatives 

! -  . .. I 
j&11 O b e r s f - D  

I ; w h u r  Ravenel ,  J r . - R  Y Y Y Y Y Y Y N Y 

- - - - - - - - - 
~ Fritz Holl ingS-D 1 (803) 723-0700 

(803) 720-8860 

, 

1 .. t i  . i OuestionsO: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  

- ----I--- 

~ ‘%03) 527-4946 

(803) 722-0174 
- : -. . .  ~.~ ... . . .  . .  
I - ~. ~. . 
I . :  

.. ~ .~ ._ .. ~ 

. .  .. . ~.. 

... . . .  
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.. . ... 
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Key: 
Y =Yes 
PI = N o  

Questions#: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  

F l o y d  Spence-R Y Y Y Y Y Y Y - Y  
(803) 254-5120 

D M E l o t  3 
Jams Bland-R Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y  

B u t l e r  Derr ick-D Y Y Y - Y N Y - Y  
(803) 225-5301 

D i & r l u t  2 

(803) 6 4 i - i m  

Dj5trlot 4 
L i z  P a t t e r s o n - D  - - - - - -  - - -  
(8031 582-3650 
Bob Inqlis-R Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y  

Questions I: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
D-Lat 5 

William Horne-R Y Y Y Y Y - Y Y Y  
(803) 494-2541 

BFstrj.at 6 
J i m  Clyburn-D 
1803) 929-0208 
John Chase-R Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y  
1803) 669-8787 

- - - - - - - - - 

Survey Questions - -  

1. Do you believe an employee who does not want the “services” 
of a labor union should have the right to refuse to accept that 
union as his exclusive representative, which federal law now 
forces him to accept? members? 

2. Will you support repeal of the provisions in federal laws which 
authorize compulsory unionism? 

6. Will you support amendments to the Federal Election 
Campaign Act IO prohibit the use of compulsory union dues 
and fws for political callses and candidates opposed by union 

Will you oppose so-called “anti-double breasthg” legislation 
lhat has. as its primary goal, to forcibly unionize employees of 
construction comoanies? 

7. 

r -  3. Do you favor preservation of Section 14(b) of the Taft-Hartley 
Act. which authorizes state Rinht IO Work laws? I 8. Will you oppose legislation to weaken or destroy the Each I 

I I 

Act, which protects federal eniployees from union political 
coercion? I 4. Would you support legislation to end the special immunity 

I union officials presently enjoy from prosecution under the 
federal anti-excorfion statute? 9. Will you oppose legislation that would punish or require thc 

firing of employees who choose to work during a smke. and 
5. Will you oppose the forced unionization of federal, state. 

county and municipal employees? 
give-union officials the power to shut down b;sinesses that 
refuse to force their employees IO pay union dues? 

I I 

Note: The National Right to Work Cornmime, of course, endorses no candidates. We are a nonpanisan organization. But 
we believe !hat you as a Right fo Work supporter are entitled Lo know which candidates will support the right of every 
American to earn a living - without having to pay union bosses for the privilege. 



CKGWOWER 
The information below is helpful in explaining the 

I questions on the reverse side of this fm. 

1. 
1 

I 
! want its “services.” 

I “cxclusive bargaining righiss:’ deprives employees of their right 
1 10 @ah for themselves. Union officials fought for this power 
I and refuse to give it up: yet they complain they are “unfairly 
! burdened by the legal obligation” to represent nomembers. 
1 Such complainis are intended to pave the way for compelling 

1 fiancial support from so-called “free riders” for representation 

‘2. z3 The Mng of workers who refuse to pay union dues and/or 
%;>fees is explicitly sanctioned by both the National Labor 
:s=iRelations . .  Act and Lhe National Railway Labor Act 
. :: Section 7 of the NLRA, for example, stipulates that 
:. ~. employees shall have “the right to refnin” from panicipating in 
‘.:union activities “except to the extent that such right may be 
r... . .. 
c=: affected by an agreement requiring membership in a labor 
i i  : or~anization as a condition of emolovment.” 

A union, under present federal laws, is empowered to 
represent and bind all employees in a company’s bargaining 
unit - including employees who oppose the union and don’t 

the administration of President John E Kennedy. 
Labor unions are the only private organization in the U.S. 

which can legally force individuals to pay dues into heir 

The Federal Election Campaign Act (FECA) prohibits union 
officials from giving any of these dues dollars directly 10 ;I 
candidate for federal office. 

At the same time. FECA permits union officials to usc 
workers’ compulsory dues dollars for “in-kind” political 
spending on goods and services 10 elect candidates for fcdcrai 

These “in-kind“ expendimes are in addition to union PAC 
contributions; they are seldom - if ever - documented or 
reponed to the Federal Election Commission. 

No official statistics for total union “in-kind“ expenditurcs 
are available. But Labor columnist Victor Riesel estimaled ihai 
this so-called “soft money” amounted to 10 times more Lhali 
what union PACs gave in cash contributions. Based on thal 
yardstick, union “soft money” in 1990 exceeded $350 million. 

6. 

~ This monopoly bargaining power, generally described as Ueasuries. 

rhey do not want. offices. 
, .- 

.~ .~ 
Y- r -  

The problem of compulsory unionism was created by 
- -~ :::: Congress. It will not be solved until Congress repeals the 
. .  ?;- existing federal authorizations of compulsory unionism. 

3. = In 21 states, wage earners - except those covered by the 
.?? ..~. National Railway Labor Act - are shielded from compulsory 
==. . .  ... ; unionism by Right lo Work laws. 

771c Ronda guarantee is typical of these laws. saying, “The 
right of persons to work shall not be denied or abridged on 
account of membership or nonmembership in any labor union or 
labor organization.” 

The authority of states to adopt and enforce such laws is 
reafhned by Section 14@) of the Taft-Hartley amendments o 
the National Labor Relations Act. 

Extortion. as a technique, is extremely useful to union 
officials in obtaining such demands as compulsory union shops, 
“agency” shops, compulsory hiring halls and irrevocable dues 
check-off clauses. 

While most criminal law is administered at the state and local 
level, some criminal activities (including extortion). which 
obsrmct interstate commerce, have been deemed by Congress to 
be so impartant that they should be covered by federal slatuLes. 

As De federal law currently stands, union officials have 
unique special immunities from prosecution for threatening to 
commit or committing felonies - such a s  murder, 
manslaughter, maiming. arson, aggravated property destruction, 
explosives or firearms offenses, etc. - to obtain collective 
bargaining demands. 

For the past several years, Congress has been confronted by 
bills designed to authorize the forced unionization of public 
employees at various levels of government. 

Several of these proposals arc aimed at state, county and 
municipal employees and would nullify existing state laws 
which shieId public employees from union coercion. 

Other bills would strip postal workers and other federal 
employees of the freedom of choice guaranteed by the Postal 
Reorganization Ace of 1970 and executive orders dating back 11) 

.. .. 

.- 

. ..~ .- 

4. 

5. 

7. In recent years. legislation has been introduced in Congrcss 
to automatically impose union representation upon workers 01 
nonunionized companies which have even the slightcsi 
economic links to unionized companies. 

Even though the nonunionized and the unionized cornpanics 
each perform separate and distinct work, the compulsory union 
contpact would be automatically imposed upon the nonunion 
workers. without even the show of an election conducted by ihic 
National Labor Relations Board IO determine worker support. 

The “anti-double breasting” legislation would also encouragc 
Common Situs picketing by permitting union organizers 10 usc 
a dispute with a single subcontractor as an excuse to picket arid 
shut down all the other subcontractors at a job site. 

Legislation has been introduced repeatedly in Congress 10 
loosen the 50-year-old Hatch Act’s restrictions against partisan 
political activity by federal employees. 

Federal union officials now wield monopoly bargaining 
power over federal employees, which makes union officials 11m 
sole conduit for civil servants in collective bargaining and 
grievance situations. 

Current proposals to weaken the Hatch Act lack explicit 
prohibitions against the use of monopoly bargaining powcr IO 
coerce civil servants into supporting federal union officials’ 
political agenda. 

Legislation has been introduced in Congress that woultl 
prevent employers from hiring permanent replacemenr workkcrs 
during a strike. 

The bill’s provisions would also penalize workers wlio 
choose not to strike by giving preferential, post-strike hiring 
privileges to strikers. 

Since an employer is unlikely to find emptoyees who will 
work during a violent smke under these conditions, employcrs 
would be forced to cave in to every dcmand by union officials - including the demand that workers who refuse to pay unicirt 
dues be fired. 

8. 

9. 
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MRLB223 BG182 "W" S'?ilV TARGET SPECIAL JO8#4116 CPNDI 10-16 9:30 
October XX, 1992 

--XXXXXXXKXMXXWlXXXXXXX -- 
Dear P: 

oday because I ' m  very 
concerned about how Senator PI ill vote on compulsor 
uiiiurilurn legiulaLio~i  i f  Nevarl vute l i i i n  anotlier teun 

unic;: ":q :.owere tu Big Labor, 
t h e  artt ire  nat ion.  

I'm wr i t i ng  you a pereon 

. la tor  R e i d  continues - -- . 
. L  

Unti l  nowl Senator R e i d  has voted w i t h  the unfon hierarchy 
and aq.)'n.: ind iv idua l  freedom for workers and small businesses 
almost O V O E : ~  tlme. 

Harry Reid is one of Big Labor's most reliable water 
carriers i n  t h e  Senate. une M r .  Reid 
Kennedy t r y  t o  ram his 
through the  Senate. T h  

And i n  1990, M r .  Reid voted twice t o  allow government ud.0 
c h i e f t a i n s  t o  declara open seaeon on harassing 2 . 9  million 
federal omployaea and thousands of U.S. taxpayers t o  support the  
union D o l i t i c a l  ripchine by repealing t h e  Hatch A c t .  47 

-L -Big Labor cams j u s t  two votes  shy of c o r r a l l i n g  enough senators  
to -over r ide  Pres ident  Bush'a veto and gut t he  53-year-old law. 

t o p  on those and count less  other union-boss power grabs. 

o u r  f ede ra l  government. I f  t h e  u 
Nevada and j u s t  two othsr  Senate 
column (and possibly the White House as wel l ) ,  M r .  Reid could 
cast tho key Senate vote  t o  enact the e n t i r e  union-boss p o l i t i c a l  
agenda I n t o  law. 

M r .  Reid 's  vote  i n  the Senate could p u t  Big Labor over the 

Organized Labor is w i t h i n  a whigker of t o t a l  cont ro l  over 

He could vote  t o  destroy Nevada's cherished R i g h t  t o  Work 
law by  abolishing Section 14(b)  of the Taft-Hartley A c t ,  enact  
t he  Pushbutton Strike b i l l ,  repeal t h e  Hatch Act, and fo rce  all 
government employees t o  pay union duee t o  swell Big Labor's 
p o l i t i c a l  and organizing coffers. 

phone calls, letters and postcards. Thousands of angry Nevada 
c i t i z e n s  are urging him to support Right to Work. 

That 'e  why I've urged you t o  inundate Senator Raid with 



But Senator Reid co nu08 to stonewall. Your steste seem 
to be falling on deaf ears. 

majority of Nevada citizens who op se compulsory unionism? 

for tho Sanate. 

Why is Harry Reid ignoring you and the rest of the huge 

b.1B-78 000 
Union operatives have stu€fe XXXXXXXXX into his campaigns 

And i-' sash is only the t i p  oE the  iceberg. Union 
political ;,os have probably dumped ten times that into Senator 
Reid's campaign8 in the form of " e o f t  money" -- partisan get-out- 
tho vc'. . d r i v ~ o ,  ghona banlra, and paid "voluntocro." 

So while Senator Reid is refusing to tell Right to Work 
'- ..- supporters hie position on forced unionism, union lobbyists know 
.- he';l vote any way they say. It's a simple ( i f f 3 l Q i S Z y )  deal .  Be - ... ... 
-== votes their wa -union- 
:'I dues stolen fro 
.. . .. 

Please c a l l  Senator Reid a "  (&) %X$.-XX&k and urge 'him 

:or ?s id  rmounce h i s  Cozy relationship 

t. 
i . . ~  . .  
.. . i:: to repudiate h i s  suppar. -or force. .:iioniEim. Only howls 
5: and screams can make C-. ._ 

with Big Labor. 
... .... 

Tell Senator Reid you won't stand foL h i s  political dirty ... . .  
-. 

pool. 9f taking Big Lahor h?ckrwm payoffs -- while he stonewalLs 4, 
.. <=-: -. ~. Nevada citizens. 
h i  L :.: to etop voting to force workers to pay union dues. 

Toll him he's not  €ooli:ig~ anvbody- 

On the ther hand, M r .  Reid's opponent, Demar Daht, did 

Mr. Dahl has promised to help .stoa Ted Kennedy's Pushbutton 

r66pQlld to h r s  survey 100% && Right to Work. 

Strike bill, fight for tougher enforcement of the Supreme Court  
ban on the use o€ forced due8 for politics, oppose efforts to 
royuiro public servants to pay union clues, and crack down on 
strike violence. 

However, Mr. Dahl is under intense pressure from union goons 
to renounce hi8  R i g h t  to x;.?k support. It's vital that you tell 
Mr. Dnhl not to back down. ."Ieafise call him a t  (M) ah3gX-3WXX 
tell him Nevada cftiaene support hie pledge. ')oa 937-9t%oo \ 

Sincerely, 

Reed Larson 

P.S. Senator Harry Reid must feel the heat from concerned citizens 
like you to stop v o t i n g  to force workers to pay union dues. 
Now, in the face oE a touqh U . S .  Senate battle, is when he is 
moat likely to mend his Washington waytt. Please call him 
today. 



October X X ,  1992 

I'm writing you a personal letter today because I ' m  very 
concerned about how Senator Harry Reid will vote on compulsory- 
unionism legislation if Nevadans vote him another term. 

If Senator Reid continues to vote to hand compulsory- 
unionism powers to Big Labor, Nevada will suffer. 
the entire nation. 

And so will 

Until now, Senator Reid has voted with the union hierarchy 
and against individual freedom for workers and small businesses 
almost every time. 

Harry Reid is one of Big Labor's most reliable water carriers 
in the Senate. This past June, Mr. Reid helped Ted Kennedy try to 
ram his Pushbutton Strike bill (H.R. 5/S. 55) through the Senate. 
The Strike bill failed with only one vote to spare. 

And in 1990, Mr. Reid voted twice to allow government union 
chieftains to declare open season OR harassing 2.9 million 
federal employees and thousands of U.S. taxpayers to support the 
union political machine by repealing the Hatch Act. 
came just two votes shy of corralling enough senators to override 
President Bush's veto and gut the 53-year-old law. 

Mr. Reid's vote in the Senate could put Big Labor over the 
top on these and countless other union-boss power grabs. 

Organized Labor is within a whisker of total control over 
our federal government. If the union political machine sweeps 
Nevada and just two other Senate seats into Big Labor's vote 
column (and possibly the White House as well), Mr. Reid could 
cast the key Senate vote to enact the entire union-boss political 
agenda into law. 

He could vote to destroy Nevsda's cherished Right to Work 
law by abolishing Section 14(b) of the Taft-Hartley Act, enact 
the Pushbutton Strike bill, repeal the Hatch Act, and force all 
government employees to pay union dues to swell Big Labor's 
political and organizing coffers. 

phone calls, letters and postcards. Thousands of angry Nevada 
citizens are urging him to support Right to Work. 

Big Labor 

That's why I've urged you to inundate Senator Reid with 



~. .... . .  
s .. 

i 

. . .  ... ... 
.. 

E.; ! .. 
* .  i. : 
I . /  

But Senator Reid continues to stonewall. Your protests Seem 

Why is Harry Reid ignoring you and the rest of the huge 

Union operatives have stuffed $- into his campaigns 

And that cash is only the tip of the iceberg. Union 
political pros have probably dumped ten times that into Senator 
Reid's campaigns in the form of I'soft money" - -  partisan get-out- 
the-vote drives, phone banks, and paid llvolunteers.tl 

S o  while Senator Reid is refusing to tell Right to Work 
supporters his position on forced unionism, union lobbyists know 
he'll vote any way they say. It's a simple (ifmeazy) deal. He 
votes their way; they bankxoll his campaigns with forced-union 
dues stolen from American workers. 

to be falling on deaf ears. 

majority of Nevada citizens who op se compulsory unionism? 
%o, 080 

for the Senate. 

VI&? 

Please call Senator Reid now at (702) 598-1992 and urge him 
to repudiate his support for forced unionism. Only waul howls 
and screams can make Senator Reid renounce his cozy relationship 
with Big Labor. 

pool of taking Big Labor backroom payoffs - -  while he stonewalls 
Nevada citizens. Tell him he's not fooling anvbody, and urge him 
to stop voting to force workers to pay union dues. 

On the other hand, Mr. Reid's opponent, Demar Dahl, 
respond to his survey 100% for Right to Work. 

Strike bill, fight for tougher enforcement of the Supreme Court's 
ban on the use of forced dues for politics, oppose efforts to 
require public servants to pay union dues, and crack down on 
strike violence. 

Tell Senator Reid you won't stand for his political dirty 

Mr. Dahl has promised to help Ted Kennedy's Pushbutton 

However, Mr. Dahl is under intense pressure from union goons 
to renounce his Right to Work support. It's vital that you tell 
Mr. Dahl not to back down. Please call him at (7021 737-8800 and 
tell him Nevada citizens support his pledge. 

Sincerely, 

Reed Larson 

P.S. Senator Harry Reid must feel the heat from concerned 
citizens like you to stop voting to force workers to pay 
union dues. Now, in the face of a tough U.S. Senate battle, 
is when he is most likelyvmend his Washizigton ways. 
call him today. 

Please 
45 



US. Senate 
Questionr1: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  - - - - - - - -  - Harry Reid-D 

(7021 598-1992 
Demar D a h l - R  Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y  
(702) 737-8800 

U.S. House of Representatives 
Questions#: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  

D b t r i a t  1 
J. Coy Pettyjohn-R Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y 
(702) 259-8683 
J a m s  Bilbray-D - - - - - - - - - 
1702) 369-8155 

D i s t r i c t  2 
Pete Sferrazza-0 
(702) 324-7383 
Barbara 
Vucanovich-R Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y  

- - - - - - - - - 

NV 

Survey Questions 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

Do you believe an employee who does not want h e  "services" 
of a labor union should have the right to refuse to accept that 
union as his exclusive representative. which federal law now 
forces him to accept? 
Will you support repeal of the provisions in federal laws which 
authorize compulsory unionism? 

Do you favor preservation of Section 14(b) of the Taft-Hartley 
Act, which authorizes state Right to Work laws? 

Would you support legislation to end the special immunity 
union officials presently enjoy from prosecution under the 
federal antiextortion statute? 
Will you oppose the forced unionization of federal, state. 
county and municipal employees? 

6. Will you support amendments to the Federal Election 
Campaign Act to prohibit the use of compulsory vnion dues 
and fees for political causes and candidates opposed by union 
membees? 

7. Will you oppose so-called "anti-double breasting" legislation 
(hat has, as its primary goal, to forcibly unionize employees of 
consmction companies? 

8. Will you oppose legislation to weaken or destroy the Hatch 
Act, which protects federal employees from union political 
coercion? 

9. Will you oppose legislation that would punish or reqiiiie the 
firing of employees who choose to work during a shike. and 
give union officials the power to shut down businesses that 
refuse to force their employees to pay union dues'? 

~~ ~ ~~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~~ ~~~ ~ ~ ~~ ~~ ~~ ~~~~~~~~ ~~ ~ ~ ~~ ~ ~~ ~~ ~ ~~ ~~~~ 

Note: The National Right to Work Committee, of course, endorses no candidates. We are a nonpartisan organization. But 
we believe that you as a Right to Work suppomr are entitled to h o w  which candidates will support the right of every 
American to eam a living - without having to pay union bosses for the privilege. 



BACKGROUNDER 
The informadon below is helpful in explaining the 

questions on the reverse side of this form. 

i ~ 1. A union, mder present federal laws, is empowered to the adrninisuation of President John F. Kennedy. 

.~ . .  .. . .  l : :  

2.; I .:i : 

represent and bind d l  employees in a company’s bargaining 
unit - including employees who oppose the union and don’t 
want its “services.” 

This monopoly bargaining power, generally described as 
“exclusive bargaining rights,” deprives employees of their right 
to h g a i n  for themselves. Union officials fought for this power 
and refuse to give it up; yet they complain they are “unfairly 
burdened by the legal obligation” to represent nonmembers. 

Such complaints are intended to pave the way for compelling 
financial support from so-called “free riders” for representation 
they do not want. 

The fuing of workers who refuse to pay union dues and/or 
fees is explicitly sanctioned by both the National Labor 
Relatiom Act and the National Railway Labor Act 

Section 7 of the NLRA, for example, stipulates that 
~ employees shall have “the right to refrain” from participating in ’ ’- union activities “except to the extent that such right may be ! :< affected by an agreement requiring membership in a labor 

1 !.-. organization as a condition of employment.” 
, E . :  - 
I :  The problem of compulsory unionism was created by 
! , :=.: . Congress. It will not be solved until Congress repeals the 
~ :.. . .  existing federal authorizations of compulsory unionism. 

9;: In 21 states. wage earners - except chose covered by the 
. .- National Railway Labor Act - are shielded from compulsory 

l:.: unionism by Right to Work laws. 
ill . .  . The Florida guarantee is typical of these laws, saying, ‘The 

right of persons to work shall not be denied or abridged on 
account of membership or nonmembership in any labor union or 
labor organization.” 

The authority of states to adopt and enforce such laws is 
dfmed by Section 14@) of the Taft-Hartley amendments to 
the National Labor Relations Act. 

Extortion, as a technique. is extremely useful to union 
officials in obtaining such demands as compulsory union shops, 
“agency” shops, compulsory hiring halls and irrevocable dlies 
check-off clauses. 

While most criminal law is administered at the state and local 
level, some criminal activities (including extortion), which 
obstruct interstate commerce, have been deemed by Congress to 
be so important that they should be covered by federal s&tutes. 

As the federal law currently stands, union officials have 
unique specid immunities from prosecution for lhreatening to 
commit or commitring felonies - such as murder, 
manslaughter. maiming, arson, aggravated property destruction. 
explosives or firearms offenses, etc. - to obtain collective 
bargaining demands. 

For the past several years, Congress has been confronted by 
bills designed to authorize the forced unionization of public 
employees at various levels of government. 

Several of these proposals are aimed at state. county and 
municipal employees and would nullify existing state laws 
which shield public employees from union coercion. 

Other bills would strip postal workers and other federal 
employees of the freedom of choice guaranteed by the Postal 
Reorganization Act of 1970 and executive orders dating back to 

.~ 

.. . 

4. 

5. 

6. Labor unions are the only private organization in the US. 
which can legally force individuals to pay dues into thcir 
treasuries. 

The Federal Election Campaign Act (FECA) prohibits union 
officials from giving any of these dues dollars directly to ;I 
candidate for federal office. 

At the same time, FECA permits union officials to usc 
workers’ compulsory dues dollars for “in-kind“ poli\icul 
spending on goods and services u, elect candidates for lcdcrlil 
oifices. 

These “in-kind” expenditures are in addition to union PAC 
contributions; they are seldom - jf ever - documenicd or 
reported to the Federal Election Commission. 

No official stati.stics for total union “in-kind” expenditures 
are available. But Labor columnist Victor Riesel es~malcd  11i;ir 
this so-called “soft money” amounted to 10 times mwe than 
what union PACs gave in cash conuibutions. Based on that 
yardstick, union “soft money’’ in 1990 exceeded $350 million. 

In recent years, legislation has been introduced in Congress 
to automatically impose union representation upon workcrs of 
nonunionized companies which have even the slightcsc 
economic links to unionized companies. 

Even though the nonunionized and the unionized companics 
each perform separate and distinct work. the compulsory union 
contract would be automatically imposed upon the nonunion 
workers, without even the show of an election conducted by thc 
National Labor Relations Board to deternine worker suppon. 

The “anti-double breasting” legislation would also encourage 
Common Situs picketing by permitting union organizers to usc 
a dispute with a single subcontractor as an excuse to picket and  
shut down all the other subcontractors at a job site. 

Legislation has been introduced repeatedly in Congress to 
loosen the 50-year-old Hatch Act’s restrictions against pilltisaI 
political activity by federal employees. 

Federal union officials now wie!d monopoly bargaininp 
power over federal employees, which makes union officials thc 
sole conduit for civil servants in collective bargaining ant1 
grievance situations. 

Current proposals to weaken the Hatch Act lack explicil 
prohibitions against the use of monopoly bargaining powcr IO 
coerce civil servants into supporting federal union officials’ 
political agenda. 

Legislation has been introduced in Congress that would 
prevent employers from hiring permanent replacement workcrs 
during a strike. 

The bill’s provisions would also penalize workers who 
choose not to strike by giving preferential, post-strike hiring 
privileges to strikers. 

Since an employer is unlikely to find employees who will 
work during a violent smke under these conditions. employcrs 
would be forced to cave in to every demand by union officials - including the demand that workers who refuse to pay union 
dues be fired. 

7. 

8. 

9. 



NV 

@ S  

U.S. Senate 
QUestim3# 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  

Harry Reid-D - - - - - - - - -  
(702) 598-1992 
Demr Dahl-R Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y  
(7021 737-8800 

U.S. Mouse of Representatives 
auesuonsPI: i 234567139 

D f a t r M  3 
J. coy Peetyjohn-R 
(702) 259-8683 
James Bilbray-D _ -  - - - - - - -  
(702) 369-8155 

RLEPiQt 2 
Pete Sferrazza-D 
1702) 324-7383 
Barbara 
Vucamvich-R Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y  

Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y 

- - - - - - - - -  

. Do you beseve an employee who does not want the "services" 
of a labor union should have the right to refuse to accept that 
union as his exclusive represenEtive, which federal law now 
f o m  him to accept? members? 

. Will you support repeal of the provisions in federal laws which 
authorize compulsory unionism? 

, Do you favor preservation of Section 140) of the Taft-Hartley 
Act, which authorizes state Right to Work laws? 

Would YOU S U D W ~ ~  lenislation to end the suecial immunity 

6. Will you support amendments to the Federal Election 
Campaign Act to prohibit the use of compulsory union dues 
and fees for politid u~uses and ryldidates opposed by union 

7. will YOU oppose so-called "anti-double b w h g "  legislalion 
that has, as its primary goal, to forcibly unionize employees of 
construction companies? 

8. Will you oppose legislation to weaken or desfmy !he Hatch 
Act, which protects federal employees from union plitical 
menrim? I 

I 
- - _. - --.. . 

union officiali presently enjoy from prosehion under thk 
f & d  anti-exmtion statute? 9. Will you oppose legislation that would punish os require the 

firing of employees who choose ID work during a strike. and 
, Will you oppose the forced unionization of federal. state, 

county and municipal employees? 
give union officials the power to shut down b;Sinesses that 
refuse to force their employees to pay union dues? 

Note: The National Right to Work Commiuee. of course, endorses no candidates. We am a nonlpartisan organization. But 
we believe that you as a Right to Work supporter are entitled to know which candidates will suppon Ihe right of every 
American to earn a living - without having to pay union bosses for the privilege. 



BACKGROUNDER 
The information blow b helpful in explaining the 

questions on the revem side of this form. 

1. A union. under present federal laws. is empowered to 
represent and bind all employees in a company’s bargaining 
unit - including employees who oppose the union and don’t 
want its “services.” 

the adminismtion of President John F. Kennedy. 

Labor unions are the only private organization in the U.S. 
which can legally force individuals to pay dues into their 

6. 

This monopoly bargaining power, generally described as 
“exclusive bargaining rights.” deprives employees of their right 
to bargain for themselves. Union officials fought for this power 
and refuse to give it up; yet they complain they are “unfairly 
burdened by the legal obligation” to represent nonmembers. 

Such complaints are intended to pave the way for compelling 
financial support from so-called “free riders” for representation 
they do not want. 

Ihe firing of workers who refuse to pay union dues and/or 
fees is explicitly sanctioned by both the National Labor 
Relations Act and the National Railway Labor Act 

Section 7 of the NLRA, for example, stipulates that 
employees shall have “the right to refrain” from participahg in 
union activities “except to the extent that such right may be 
affected by an agreemeni requiring membership in a labor 
organization as a condition of employment.” 

The problem of compulsory unionism was created by 
Congress. It will not be solved until Congress repeals the 
existing federal authorizations of compulsory unionism. 

In 21 states, wage eamers - except those covered by the 
National Railway Labor Act - are shielded from compulsory 
unionism by Right to Work laws. 

The Florida guarantee is typical of these laws, saying, ‘The 
right of persons to work shall not be denied or abridged on 
account ot membership or nonmembership in any labor union or 
labor organization.” 

The authority of states to adopt and enforce such laws is 
mffmed by Section 14@) of the T a f t - M e y  amendments to 
the National Labor Relations Act. 

Extortion, as a technique, is extremely useful to union 
officials in obtaining such demands as compulsory union shops. 
“agency” shops, compulsory hiring halls and irrevocable dues 
check-off clauses. 

While most criminal law is administered at the state and local 
level, some criminal activities (including extortion). which 
obstruct interstate commerce, have been deemed by Congress to 
be so important that they should be covered by federal statutes. 

As the federal law currently stands, union officials have 
unique special immunities from prosecution for threatening to 
commit or committing felonies - such a s  murder, 
manslaughter, maiming, arson, aggravated property destruction, 
explosives or firearms offenses, etc. - to oblain collective 
bargaining demands. 

For the past several years, Congress has been confronted by 
bills designed to authorize the forced unionization of public 
employees a: varioos levels of government. 

Several of these proposals are aimed at state. county and 
municipal employees and would nullify existing state laws 
which shield public employees from union coercion. 

Other bills would strip posral workers and other federal 
employees of the freedom of choice guaranteed by the Postal 
Reorganization Act of 1970 and executive orders dating back to 

treaswes. 
The Federal Election Campaign Act (FECA) prohibits union 

officials from giving any of these dues dollars directly to a 
candidate for federal office. 

At the same time, FECA permits union officials to use 
workers’ compulsory dues dollars for “in-kind” political 
spending on goods and services to elect candidates for federal 
offices. 

These “in-kind“ expenditures are in addition to union PAC 
contributions; they are seldom - if ever - documeqted or 
reported to the Federal Election Commission. 

No official statistics for total union “in-kind” expenditures 
are available. But Labor columnist Victor Riesel estimated that 
this so-called “soft money” amounted to 10 times more than 
what union PACs gave in cash contributions. Based on that 
yardstick. union “soft money’’ in 1990 exceeded $350 million. 

In recent years. legislation has been ineoduced in Congress 
to automatically impose union representation qmn workers of 
sonunionized companies which have even the slightest 
economic Links to unionized companies. 

Even though the nonunionized and the unionized companies 
each perform separate and distinct work, the compulsory union 
contract would be automatically imposed upon the nonunion 
workers, without even the show of an election conductad by the 
National Labor Relations Board to determine worker supp01-8. 

The “anti-double breasting“ legislation wwid also encourage 
Common Situs picketing by permitting union organizers to use 
a dispute with a single subconmctor as an excuse to picket and 
shut down all the other subcontractors at a job site. 

Legislation has been inaoduced repeatedly in Congress to 
loosen the SO-year-old Hatch Act’s restrictions against partisan 
political xtivity by federal employees. 

Federal union officials now wield monopoly bargaining 
power over federal employees, which makes union officials the 
sole conduit for civil servants in collective baqaining and 
grievance situations. 

Current proposals to weaken tL.z Hatch Act lack explicit 
prohibitions against the use of monopoly bargaining power to 
coerce civil servants into supporting federal union officials’ 
politkd agenda. 

Legislation has been introduced in Congress that would 
prevent employers from hiring permanent replacement workers 
during a strike. 

The bill’s provisions would also penalize workers who 
choose not io smke by giving preferential, post-strike hiring 
privileges to strikers. 

Since an employer is unlikely to find employees who will 
work during a violent strike under these conaitions. employers 
would be forced to cave in to every demand by union officials - including the demand that workers who refuse to pay union 
dues be fued. 

7. 

8. 

9. 
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(7021 598-1992 
Demdr Dahl-R Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y  
(702) 737-8800 
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Key: 
Y =Yes 
N =No - =NOR*IXEW 

1. Do you believe an employee who d m  not want rhe "mites" 
of a labor union should have the right to refuse to accept that 
union as Us exclusive representative, which federal law now 
forces him to accept? 

2. Will you supprt repeal of the provisions in federal laws which 
euthorize compulsory unionism? 

3. Do you favor greservation of Section 14@) of the Taft-Hartley 
Act, which authorizes state Right to Work kws? 

. Would you support legislation m end the special immunity 
union officials presently enjoy from prosecution under the 
federal anti-extorzion statute? 

5. Will you oppose the forced unionization of federal, state, I county and municipal employees? 

6. Will you support amendments to the Federal Election 
Campaign Act to prohibit the use of compulsory union dues 
and fees for political causes and candidates opp~sed by union 
meinks? 

7. Will you oppose so-called "anti-double brasting" legislation 
that hase as iu primary goal, IO forcibly unionize employees of 
conmction companies? 

8. Will you oppse legislation to weaken or destroy the Watch 
Act, which protects federal employees from union political 
Coercion? 

9. Will you oppose legislation that would punish or rxqquire the 
ftring of employees who choose b work during a strike. mnd 
give union officials the power to shut down businesses that 
refuse to force their employees ID pay union d ~ a ?  

Mote: The National Right to Work Committee. of come, endoms no candidates. We are a nonpartisan organization. But 
we believe that you as a Right to Work supporter are entitled 10 know which candidates will support Ihe right of every 
American 10 earn a living - without having to pay union bosses for the privilege. 



The infonnatim, below is helpful in explaining the 
questions on the reverse side of  lhi form. 

1. 

I .~ 

; ;.2. . .  .. . .. . 
. .  . .  . .  . .  -. 
. .  . ~. .. . .  . . .  ~. 

. .  .~ 

... . .  . .  . .  

.~ . .. .. :.: . .  , . .  
i 

-; ._ 
. .~. 
. .  
:~’.- 3. 
_ .  .. . ... -~ . . .  ... . . .  . .  . 

4. 

5. 

A union. under preSenK federal laws, is empowered to 
represent and bind all employees in a company’s bargaining 
unit - including employees who oppose the union and don’t 
want its ”services.” 

This monopoly bargaining power, generally described as 
“exclusive bargaining rights.” deprives employees of their right 
to bargain for themselves. Union officials fought for this power 
and refuse to give it up; yet they complain they are “unfairly 
burdened by the legal obligation” to represent nonmembers. 

Such complaints are intended to pave the way for compelling 
fmc ia l  suppon from so-called “free riders” for represenlation 
they do not want. 

The firing of workers who refuse to pay union dues and/or 
fees is explicitly sanctioned by both the National Labor 
Relations Act and the National Railway Labor Act 

Section 7 of the NLRA. for example, stipulates that 
employees shall have “the right to refrain” fmm participating in 
union aCtiYiKieS “except to the extent that such right may be 
affected by an agreement requiring membership in a labor 
organization as a condition of employment.” 

The problem of compulsory unionism was created by 
Congress. I1 will not be solved until Congress repeals the 
existing federal authorizations of compulsory unionism. 

In 21 states, wage earners - except those covered by the 
National Railway Labor Act - are shielded from compulsory 
unionism by Right to Woik laws. 

Ihe Florida guarantee is typical of these laws, saying, ‘The 
right of persons to work shall not be denied or abridged on 
xmunt of membership or nonmembership in any labor union or 
labor organization.” 

The authority of states to adopt and enforce such laws is 
rcaffmed by Section 14@) of the Taft-Hartley amendments to 
the National Labor Relations Act. 

Extortion, as a technique, is extremely useful to union 
officials in obtaining such demands as compulsory union shops, 
“agency” shops, compulsory hiring halls and irrevocable dues 
checkaff clauses. 

While most criminal law is administered at the stale and local 
level, some criminal activities (including extortion). which 
obstruct interstate commerce, have been deemed by Congress to 
be so important that they should be covered by federal statutes. 

As the federal law currently stands, union officials have 
unique special immunities from promution for threatening to 
commit or committing felonies - such as murder, 
manslaughter, maiming. arson, aggravated property destruction, 
explosives or f i r m s  offenses, etc. - to obtain coilective 
bargaining demands. 

For the past several years, Congress has been confronted by 
bills designed to authorize the forced unionization of public 
employees at various levels of government. 

Several of these proposals are aimed at state. county and 
municipal employees and would nullify existing sfate laws 
which shield public employees from union coercion. 

Other bills would strip postal workers and other federal 
employees of the freedom of choice guaranteed by the Postal 
Reorganization Act of 1970 and executive orders dating back to 

the administration of President John F. Kennedy. 
Labor unions are the only private organization in the U.S. 

which can legally force individuals to pay dues into their 
ueasuries. 

The Federal Election Campaign Act (ECA) prohibits union 
officials from giving any of these dues dollars directly IO a 
candidate for feded office. 

At the same time, FECA permits union officials to use 
workers’ compulsory dues dollars for “in-kind” political 
spending on goods and services to elect candidates for federal 
offices. 

Ihese “in-kind” expenditures are in addition to union PAC 
contributions; they are seldom - if ever - documented or 
reponed to the Federai Election Commission. 

No official statistics for total union “in-kind” expenditures 
are available. But Labor columnist Victor Riesel estimated that 
this so-called “soft money” amounted io i0 times more than 
what union PACs gave in cash conmbutions. Based on thal 
yardstick. union “soft money” in 1990 exceeded $350 million. 

In recent years, legislation has been inaoduced in Cangess 
to automatically impose union representation upon workers of 
nonunionized companies which have even the slightest 
economic links to unionized companies. 

Even though the nonunionized and the unionized companies 
each perform sepmte and distinct work, the compulsory union 
contract would be automatically imposed upon the nonunion 
workers, without even the show of m slection condxted by the 
National Labor Relations Board IO determine worker support. 

Ihe “anti-double breasting” legislation would also encourage 
Common Situs picketing by permitting union organizers to use 
a dispute with a single subconmctor as an excuse to picket and 
shut down all the other subcontractors at a job site. 

Legislation has been in&oduced repeatedly in Congress IO 
loosen the tio-year-old Hatch Act’s resmctions against panisan 
political activity by federal employees. 

Federal union officials now wield monopoly bargaining 
power over federal employees, which makes union officials the 
sole conduit for civil servants in collective bargaining and’ 
grievance situations. 

Current proposals to weaken the Hatch Act lack explicii 
pmhibitions against the use of monopoly bargaining power to 
coerce civil servants into supporting federal union officials’ 
political agenda. 

Legislation has been inuoduced in Congress that would 
prevent employers from hiring permanent replacement workers 
during a strike. 

The bill’s provisions would also penalize workers who 
choose not to saike by giving preferential, post-strike hiring 
privileges to strikers. 

Since an employer is unlikely to find employees who will 
work during a violent strike under these conditions, employers 
would be forced to cave in to every demand by union officials 
- including the demand that workers who refuse to pay union 
dues be fired. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 



BACKGWOUMDER 
The information below is helpful in explaining the 

questions on h e  reverse side of this form. 

A union, under present federal laws, is empowered to 
represent and bind all employees in a company’s bargaining 
unit - including employees who oppose the union and don’t 
want its “services.” 

This monopoly bargaining power, generally described as 
“exclusive bargaining rights,” deprives employees of their right 
to bargain for themselves. Union officials fought for this power 
and refuse to give it up; yet they complain they are “unfairly 
burdened by the legal obligation” IO represent nonmembers. 

Such complaints are intended to pave the way for compelling 
f m c i a l  support from so-called “free riders” for representation 
My do not want 

i 3 l e  f i n g  of workers who refuse to pay union dues andor 
fees is explicitly sanctioned by both the National Labor 
R&ions Act and the National Railway Labor Act 

:‘Section 7 of the NLRA. for example, stipulates that 
employees shall have “the right to refrain” From participating in 
union activities “except to the extent that such right may be 
a&ccted by an agreement requiring membership in a labor 
o+mization . as a condition of employment.” 
. ‘The problem of compulsory unionism was created by 

Congress. It will not be solved until Congress repeals the 
eiifsting federal authorizations of compulsory unionism. 
‘‘In 21 states. wage earners - except those covered by the 

National Railway Labor Act - are shielded from compulsory 
&onism by Right to Work laws. 
-?:;The Florida guarantee is typical of these laws, saying. ‘The 

right of persons to work shall not be denied or abridged on 
account of membership or nonmembership in any labor union or 
labor organization.” 

The authority of states to adopt and enforce such laws is 
reaffmed by Section 14@) of the Taft-Hartley amendments to 
tlpe National Labor Relations Act. 

Extortion. as a technique, is extremely useful to union 
officials in obtaining such demands as compulsory union shops, 
“agency” shops, compulsory hiring halls and irrevocable dues 
checlr-off clauses. 

While most criminal law is administered at the state and local 
level, some criminal activities (including extortion), which 
obstruct interstate commerce, have been deemed by Congress to 
be so important that they should be covered by federal statutes. 

As the federal law currently stands, union officials have 
unique special immunities from prosecution for threatening to 
commit or committing felonies - such as murder, 
manslaughter. maiming. arson. aggravated property destruction, 
explosives or firearms offenses, etc. - to obtain collective 
bargaining demands. 

For the past several years, Congress has been confmnted by 
bills designed t~ authorize the forced unionization of public 
employees at various levels of government. 

Several of these proposals are aimed at state, county and 
municipal employees and would nullify existing state laws 
which shield public employees from union cmrcion. 

Other bills would strip postal workers and other federal 
employees of the freedom of choice guaranteed by the Postal 
Reorganization Act of 1970 and executive orders dating back to 

!~ .,:~ 
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6. 

I. 

8. 

9. 

the administration of President John F. Kennedy. 

Labor unions are the only private organization in the U.S. 
which can legally force individuals to pay dues into their 
ueasds. 

The Federal Election Campaign Act (FECA) prohibits union 
officials from giving any of these dues dollars directly to a 
candidate for federal office. 

At the same time, FECA permits union officials to use 
workers’ compulsory dues dollars for “in-kind” political 
spending on goods and services to elect candidates for federal 
offices. 

These “in-kind“ expenditures are in addition to union PAC 
contributions; they are seldom - if ever - documenied of 
reported to the Federal Election Commission. 

No official statistics for total union “in-kind” expenditures 
are available. But Labor columnist Victor Riesel estimated that 
this so-called “soft money” amounted to 10 times more than 
what union PACs gave in cash contributions. Based on that 
yardstick, union “soft money” in 1990 exceeded $350 million. 

In r a n t  years, legislation has been introduced in Congress 
to automatically impose union representation upon workers of 
nonunionized companies which have even the slightest 
economic links to rrnionized companies. 

Even though the nonunionized and the unionized companies 
each perform separate and distinct work, the compulsory union 
contract would be automatically imposed upon the nonunion 
workers, without even the show of an election conducted by the 
National Labor Relations Board to determine worker suppon. 

The “anti-double breasting” legislation would also encourage 
Common Situs picketing by permitting union organizers to use 
a dispute with a single subconaactor as an excuse to picket and 
shut down all the other sukonipactors at a job site. 

Legislation has been introduced repeatedly in Congress to 
loosen the 50-year-old Hatch Act’s restictions against partisan 
political activity by federal employees. 

Federal union officials now wield monopoly bargaining 
power over federal employees. which makes union ofFicials the 
sole conduit for civil servants in collective bargaining and 
grievance situations. 

Current proposals to weaken the Hatch Act lack explicit 
prohibitions against the use of monopoly bargaining power to 
coerce civil servants into supporting federal union officials’ 
political agenda. 

Legislation has been introduced in Congress that would 
prevent employers from hiring permanent replacement workers 
during a strike. 

The bill’s provisions would also penalize workers who 
choose not to suike by giving preferential, post-strike hiring 
privileges to strikers. 

Since an employer is unlikely to find employees who will 
work during a violent swike under lhese conditions, employers 
would be forced to cave in to every demand by union officials 
- including the demand that workers who refuse to pay union 
dues be fired. 



3. 

4. 

5. 

U.S. Senate 
auostions#: 123456789 - - - - - - - - - Harry Reid-D 

(702) 598-1992 
Demar Dahl-R Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y  
(702) 737-8800 

US. House of Representatlwes 
auesticnse: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  

D M r M  I 
J .  Coy Pettyjohn-R Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y 
1702) 259-8683 

(702) 369-8155 

D-ilJe 2 
Pete Sferrazza-D 
(702) 324-7383 
Barbara 
Vucanovich-R Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y  

Jams Bilbray-D - - - - - - - - - 

- - - - - - - - -  

I Key: 

I N =NO =yes 

Do you believe an employee who does not want the "services" 
of a labor union should have the righl to refuse 10 accept thal 
union as his exclusive representative, which federal law now 
forces him 10 accept? 

Will you support repeal of the provisions in federal laws which 
authorize compuIsory unionism? 

Do you favor preservation of Section 14@) of the Taft-Hartley 
Act, which authorizes state Right to Work laws? 

Would you support legislation 10 end the special immunity 
union officials presently enjoy from prosecution under the 
federal antiextortion statue? 

Will you oppose the forced unionization of federal, state. 
county and municipal employees? 

6. Will you support amendments to the Federal Election 
Campaign Act to prohibit the use of compulsory union dues 
and fees fop political cause-s and candidam opposed by union 
members? 

7. Will you oppose so-called "anti-double breasting" legislation 
lhat has. as its pairnary goal, to forcibly unionize employees of 
consrmction companies? 

8. Will you oppose legislation to weaken or destroy the Hatch 
Act. which protects federal employees from union ywlilical 
coercion? 

9. Will you oppose legislation that would punish or require the 
Firing of employees who choose to work during a strike. and 
give union officials the power w shut down businesses thai 
refuse to force their employees to pay union dues? 

Note: The National Wight to Work Committee. of course, endorses no candidates. We are a nonpartisan organization. But 
we believe that you as a Right 10 Work supporter are entitled lo know which candidates will support h e  right of every 
Am&m to eam a living - without having to pay union bosses for the privilege. 



BACKGRQUNDEW 
I 
I The information below is helpful in explaining the 

questions on the revase side of this form. 

A union, under present federal laws, is empowered to 
represent and bind all employees in a company’s bargaining 
unit - including employees who oppose the union and don’t 
want its “services.” 

This monopoly bargaining power, generally described as 
“exclusive bargaining rights,” deprives employees of their right 
to bargain for themselves. Union officials fought for this power 
and refuse to give it up; yet they complain they are “unfairly 
burdened by the legal obligation” to represent nonmembers. 

Such complaints are intended to pave the way for compelling 
fimancial support fmm so-called “free riders” for representation 
&ey . .  do not want. 
i : ~ i  The firing of workers who refuse to pay union dues andor 
fees is explicitly sanctioned by both the National Labor 
t i :  klations Act and Ihe National Railway Labor Act. 
! ! Section 7 of the NLRA, for example, stipulates that 
employees shall have “the right to refrain” from participating in 
jmion activities “except to the extent that such right may be 
affected by an agreement requiring membership in a labor 
. .  gganization as a condition of employment.” 
- .: The problem of compulsory unionism was created by 
. .... dongress. .~ , It will not be solved until Congress repeals the 
.existing f e d E d  authorizations of compulsoly unionism. 
”.’ In 21 states, wage earners - except those covered by the 
.&ional . -. Railway Labor Act - are shielded from compulsory 
:innionism .. . by Right to Work laws. 
u The Florida guarantee is typical of these laws, saying, ‘The 
right of persons to work shall not be denied or abridged on 
account of membership or nonmembership in any labor union or 
labor organization.“ 

The authority of states to adopt and enforce such laws is 
reaffmed by Section 14@) of the Taft-Hartley amendments to 
the National Labor Relations Act. 

Extortion, as a technique, is extremely useful to union 
officials in obtaining such demands as compulsory union shops, 
“agency” shops, compulsory hiring halls and irrevocable dues 
check-ofl clauses. 

Wi le  most criminal law is administered at the state and local 
level, some criminal activities (including extortion), which 
obsmct interstate commerce, have k e n  deemed by Congress to 
be so impoitant that they should be covered by federal statutes. 

As the federal law currently stands, union officials have 
unique special immunities from prosecution for rhreatening to 
commit or committing felonies - such as murder, 
manslaughter, maiming, arson, aggravated property destruction, 
explosives or firmms offenses, etc. - to obtain collective 
bargainig demands. 

For the past several years. Congress has been confronted by 
bills designed to authorize the forced unionization of public 
employees at various levels of government. 

Several of these proposals are aimed ai state. county and 
municipal employees and would nullify existing state laws 
which shield public employees from union cwrcion. 

Other bills would strip posral workers and other federal 
emolovees of the freedom of choice euaranteed bv the Posral 

i~ > ~. . 
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R&rg&ization Act of 1970 and execu’ive orders &ting back to 

the administration of President John F. Kennedy. 
Labor unions are the only private organization in the U.S. 

which can legally force individuals to pay dues into their 
ueasuries. 

The Federal Election Campaign Act (FECA) pmhibits union 
officials from giving any of these dues dollars directly to I 
candidate for federal office. 

At the same time, FECA permits union officials to use 
workers’ compulsory dues dollars for “in-kind” polilical 
spending on goods and services to elect candidates for federal 
offices. 

These “in-kind“ expenditures are in addition to union PAC 
contributions; they are seldom - if ever - documented or 
reported to the Federal Election Commission. 

No official statistics for total union “in-kind” expenditures 
are available. But Labor columdst Victor Riesel estimated rhat 
this so-called “soft money“ amounted to 10 times more than 
what union PACs gave in cash contributions. Based on that 
yardstick, union “soft money” in 1990 exceeded $350 million. 

In recent years, Iegishtion has been introduced in Congress 
to automatically impose union representation upon workers of 
nonunionized companies which have even the slightest 
economic links to unionized companies. 

Even though the nonunionized and the unionized companies 
each perform separate and distinci w s k .  the compulsory union 
contract would be automatic;:lly imposed upon :he nonunion 
workers, without even the show of an election conducted by the 
National Labor Relations Board to determine worker support. 

The “anti-double breasting” legislation would also e!!courage 
Common Situs picketing by permitting union organizers to use 
a dispute with a single subcon,tractor as an excuse to picket and 
shut down all the other subcontractors at a job site. 

Legislation has been introduced repeatedly in Congress to 
loosen the SO-year-old Hatch Act’s restrictions against partisan 
political activity by federal employees. 

Federal union officials now wield monopoly bargainiiig 
power over federal employees, which makes union oficials the 
sole conduit for civil servants in collective bargaining and 
grievance situations. 

Current proposals to weaken the Hatch Act lack explicit 
prohibitions against the use of monopoly bargaining power to 
coerce civil servants into supporting federal union officials’ 
gotitical agenda. 

Legislation has been introduced in Congress that would 
prevent employers from hiring permanmi leplacement workers 
during a strike. 

The bill’s provisions would also penalize workers who 
choose not to strike by giving preferential. post-strrke hiring 
privileges to strikers. 

Since an employer is unlikely to find employees who will 
work during a violent seike under these conditions, employers 
would be forced to cave in to every demand by union Officials 
- including &e demand that workers who refuse to pay union 
dues be fired. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 
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NV 

S @ $  A -  

U.S. Senate 
QURSIbn!,#: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  

/Harry Reid-D - - - - - - -  - -  

h 702) 598-1992 emar Dahl-R Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y  
(702) 737-8800 

U.S. House of Repr@s@nPatiwes 
BuesUonsI: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  

D L e c M  1 
J. Coy Pettyjohn-R 
(702) 259-8683 

Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y 

James Bilbray-D 
(702) 369-eis5 

- - - - - - - - - 
D L h h W  2 
P e t e  Sferrazza-D 
(702) 324-7383 
Barbara 
Vucanovich-R Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y  

- - - - - - - - - 

K e y  
Y =Yes  
N =No - =NoRespOQX 

1. Do you believe an employee who does not want Ihe “services” 
of a labor unim should have the right to refuse to accept Lhat 
union as his exclusive representative, which federal law now 
forces him to accept? 

2. Will you support repeal of the provisions in federal laws which 
authorize compulsory unionism? 

3. Do you favor preservation of Section 140) of the Taft-Hartley 
Act. which authorizes state Right to Work laws? 

4. Would you support legislation to end the special immunity 
union officials presently enjoy from prosecution under the 
federal antiextonion statute? 

5. Will you oppose the forced unionization of federal. state. 
county and municipal employees? 

Will you support amendments to the Federal Election 
Campaign Act to prohibit the use of compulsory union dues 
and fees for polit id causes and candidates opposed by union 
members? 
Will you oppose so-called “anti-double bmting” legislalion 
that b a ,  as its primary goal. to forcibly unionize employees of 
consauction companies? 

Will you oppose legislation to weaken or destroy the Hatch 
Act. which protects federal employees from union political 
coercion? 
Will you oppose legislation that would punish or q u i r e  the 
firing of employees who choose to work during a strike, and 
give union officials the power (a shut down businesses that 
refuse to force their employees (a pay union dues? 

Note: The National Right to Work Committee, of course. endorses no candidam. We are a nonpdsan organization. But 
we believe that you as a Right to Work supporter are entitled to know which candidates will support the right of every 
American to earn a living -without having to pay union bosses for the privilege. 
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October XX, 1992 

Dear XXXXXMXMXXXXXXXX:  

I'm writing ycu a personal letter today because I'm very 
concerned about how icngressman Ban Nighthorse Campbell w i l l  vote 
on compulsory-unionism legislation if he becomes Colorado's next 
U.S. Senator. 

hand compulsory-unionism powers to Big Labor, Colorado will 
suffer. And so will the entire nation. 

hierarchy and against individual freedom for workers and small 
businessrs almost every time. 

As one of Big Labor's most reliable Water carriers in the 
U.S. House oE Repreaentatives, Congressman Campbell helped pass 
Ted Kennedy's Pushbutton Strike bill (H.R.  S/S, 5 5 ) .  The Strike 
bill fai led with only one vote to spare in the Senate. 

And in 1990, Mr. Campbell voted twice in the House to allow 
government union chieftains to declare open season on harassinq 
2 . 9  million federal employees and thousands of U . S .  taxpayers to 
support the union political machine by repealing the Match A c t .  
Big Labor came just two votes shy of corralling enough zenators 
ts override President Buah'e veto and gut the 53-year-old law. 

Mr. Campbell's vote in the Senate could put Big Labor over 

If, as a U . S .  SeuaLor, B e n  Campbell continues to vote to 

Until now, Congresaman Campbell has voted with the union 

the top on these and countless other union-boss power grabs. 

Organized Labor is within a whisker of total control over 
our federal government. I f  the union political machine awespe 
Colorado and just two other Senate seats into Big Labor's vote 
column (and  possibly the White House as well), Mr. Campbell could 
cast the key Senate vote to enact the entire union-boss political 
agenda i n t o  law. 

H e  could vote to destroy all state aight to Work laws by 
abolishing Section 14(b) of the Taft-Hastley A c t ,  enact the 
Pushbutton Strike bill, repeal the H a t c h  A c t ,  and force a11 
government employees to pay union &des to s w e l l  Big Labor's 
political and organizing coffers. 

That's why I've urged you to inundate Congressnan Campbeli 
with phons c a l l s ,  lstters and poatcatds. Thousands of  angry 
Co:ur=da citizens are urging his to support Right to Work. 



But Conuresaman Rbell continues to atOn 
protests see; to be falling on deaf ears. 

majority of Colorado citizens who 

for the U.S. House and now the Senat 

political 2ros have probably dumped ten times t h a t  into 
Congressman Campbell's campaign8 in tho forii~ wl: "su.€tamonaydP-- * 

partisan get-out-the-vote drives, phone banks, and full-time pai 
"volunteers. I' 

Why is Ben Campbell ignoring you and the rest of the huge 

Union operatives have stuffed into hie campaigns 

And that cash ie only the tip of the iceberg. 

a ulsory unionism? 
e 

Union 

So while Congressman Campbell. is refusing to tell 
Work supporters his position on forced unionism, uni 
know he'll vote any way they aa t's a eimple (if 
arrangement. He votes their wa ey bankroll his congresFslonals$ 
and senate campaigns w i t h  forced-union dues stolen from American 
workers. 

urge him to repudiate h i s  support for forced unionism. Only 
howls and screams can make Congressman Campbell renounce his cozy 
relationship w i t h  Big Labor. 

dirty pool of taking Big Labor backroom payoffs -- while he 
stonewalle Colorado citizens, Tell him h0:s r.2: fooling anwb -, 
and urge i . -m to atop voting to force workers to pay union dues. 

On the other hand, Mr. Campbell's opponent, Terry Conaidine, 

Mr. Considine ha8 promised to help Ted Keme-fy's 
Pushbutton S t r i k e  bill, fight f o r  tougher enforcement cf the 
Supreme Court's ban on ths use of forced dues for politics, 
oppose ~ € ~ U L L S  to require public acrvante to Fay union dues, end 
crack down on strike. violence. 

However, Mr, Considine is under intense pressure from union 
goons to renounce his Right to Work support. 
tell Mr. Coneidine not to back down. Please call him a t  (303) 
757-2567,,snd tell him the people of Colarado support h i s  pledge. 

d/ 
Please call Congrossman Campbell at (303) 837-0565 and 

Tell Congressman Campbell you won't stand f o r  his po l i t i caL  

respond to his survey 100% a Right to Work. 

It'Ei vital that you 

Sincerely, \/' 
\ 

p ' . .  I .- 7 : n 

P.3. Carry: .'arnaI. :an Nighthorse Campbell miz: feel tke heat from 
conce-..sd citizens l i k e  you to z t ~ p  voting to forc;c- workers 
to pay union dues. N , ~ W  is the t ime,  in Lho faca ~ J C  a tough 
U.S. Senate battle, when he is most likely to m n d  his 
Washington ways. Please calL him today. 



October XX, 1992 

I'm writing you a personal letter today because I'm very 
concerned about how Congressman Ben Nighthorse Campbell will vote 
on compulsory-unionism legislation if he becomes Colorado's next 
U.S. Senator. 

If, as a U.S. Senator, Ben Campbell continues to vote to 
hand compulsory-unionism powers to Big Labor, Colorado will 
suffer. And so will the entire nation. 

Until now, Congressman Campbell has voted with the union 
hierarchy and against individual freedom for workers and small 
businesses almost every time. 

As one of Big Labor's most reliable water carriers in the 
U.S. House of Representatives, Congressman Campbell helped pass 
Ted Kennedy's Pushbutton Strike bill (H.R. 5/S. 5 5 ) .  The Strike 
bill failed with only one vote to spare in the Senate. 

And in 1990, M r .  Campbell voted twice in the House to allow 
government union chieftains to declare open season on harassing 
2.9 million federal employees and thousands of U.S. taxpayers to 
support the union political machine by repealing the Hatch Act. 
Big Labor came just two votes shy of corralling enough senators 
to override President Bush's veto and gut the 53-year-old law. 

Mr. Campbell's vote in the Senate could put Big Labor over 
the tog on these and countless other union-boss power grabs. 

Organized Labor is within a whisker of total control over 
o u r  fecleral government. If the union political machine sweeps 
Coloraao and just two other Senate seats into Big Labor's vote 
column (and possibly the White House as well), Mr. Campbell could 
cast the key Senate vote to enact the entire union-boss political 
agenda into law. 

He could vote to destroy all state Right to Work laws by 
abolishing Section 14(b) of the Taft-Hartley Act, enact the 
Pushbutton Strike bill, repeal the Hatch Act, and force all 
government employees to pay union dues to swell Big Labor's 
political and organizing coffers. 

That's why I've urged you to inundate Congressman Campbell 
with phone calls, letters and postcards. Thousands nf angry 
Colorado citizens are urging him to support Right to Work. 
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But Congressman Campbell continues to stonewall. Your 

Why is Ben Campbell ignoring you and the rest of the huge 

Union operatives have stuffed $- into his campaigns 

protests seem to be falling on deaf ears. 

majority of Colorado citizens who oppose compulsory Unionism? 
J 

for the U.S. House and now the Sena a- 
And that cash is only the tip of the iceberg. Union 

political pros have probably dumped ten times that into 
Congressman Campbell‘s campaigns in the form of “soft money” - -  
partisan get-out-the-vote drives, phone banks, and full-time paid 
“volunteers. It 

So while Congressman Campbell is refusing to tell Right to 
InoT 

I-- 

Work supporters his position on forced uilionism, union lobbyists 
know he’ll vote any way they say. 
arrangement. 

workers. 

It’s a simple iiffsleazy) 
He votes their wa@they bankroll his conqressional 

and senate campaigns with forced-union due-s stolen from American 

Please call Congressman Campbell now at (303) 837-0565 and 
urge him to repudiate his support for forced unionism. Only 
howls and screams can make Congressman Campbell renounce his cozy 
relationship with Big Labor. 

dirty pool of taking Big Labor backroom payoffs - -  while he 
stonewalls Colorado citizens. Tell him he’s not fooling amvbodv, 
and urge him to stop voting to €orce workers to pay union dues. 

On the other hand, Mr. Campbell’s opponent, Terry Considine, 
did respond to his survey 100% for Right to Work. 

M r .  Considine has promised to help Ted Kennedy‘s 
Pushbutton Strike bill, fight for tougher enforcement of the 
Supreme Court’s ban on the use of forced dues for politics, 
oppose efforts to require public servants to pay union dues, and 
crack down on strike violence. 

However, Mr. Considine is under intense pressure from union 
goons to renounce his Right to Work support. It’s vital that you 
tell Mr. Considine not to back down. P!.ease call him at (303) 
757-2567 and tell him the people of Colorado support his pledge. 

Tell Congressman Campbell you won’t stand for his political 

Sincerely, 

P.S. 

Reed Larson 

Congressman Ben Nighthorse Campbell must feel the heat from 
concerned citizens like you to stop voting to force workers 
to pay union dues. Now is the time, in the face of a tough 
U.S. Senate battle, when he is most likelyamend his 
Washington ways. Please call him today. -b 

‘i 
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U.S. Senate 
Questions#: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  _ - - - - - - - _  Ben Campbell-D 

(303) 837-0565 

(303) 757-2567 
Terry Considine-R Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y  

U.S. House of Representatives 
Questions# 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  

‘&ria 1 
‘:Pat Schroeder-D - - - -  - - - - -  

Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y 
i ‘(303) 320-6607 

Y Y Y Y  Y Y Y Y Y  .. j;.?ryan Day-R 
. ( 303 )  422-8692 

-:~.. 

. .  ... 

.. . - .  
! _ j  . .  . . 

auestions8: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  
D L t r M  3 - - - - - - - _  - Mike Calihan-D 
1303) 320-3918 
S c o t t  McInnis-R Y Y Y Y Y  Y Y N Y  
(3031 242-4623 

D.iat&lt  4 
Tom Redder-D 
(303) 224-9767 

(303) 226-2226 

D-i& 5 
Charles Oriez-D 

- _ - - - - - -  - 
Wayne Allat-d-R Y Y Y Y Y  Y Y Y Y 

- - - -  - - - _ -  
1303) 798-3236 
Joel Heflev-R Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y  
(3031 933-6044 

Questions# 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  
Dlstriut 6 
Tom Kolbe-D N - - N - N  Y N  - 
(303) 8so-ga67 - _  _ - - - - - -  Dan Schaefer-R 
(303) 989-2100 

Key: 

N =No 
= No Response 

Survey Questions 

1. Do you believe an employee who does not want the “services” 
of a labor union should have the right to refuse 2s accept that 
union as his exclusive representative. which federal law now 
forces him to accept? members? 

will you suppofl re@ of the provisions in federal laws which 
authorize compulsory unionism? 

6. Will you support amendments to the Federal Election 
Campaign Act to prohibit the use of compulsory union dues 
and fees for political causes and candidates opposed by union 

Will YOU oppose so-called “anti-double breasting” legishion 
that has, as its primary goal, to forcibly unionize emp!oyzes of 
construction commnies? 

2. 7. 

3. Do you favor preservation of Section 14(b) of the Taft-Hartley 
Act, which authorizes state Right to Work laws? 8. Will you o p p s e  legislation to weaken or destroy the Hatch 

Act. which Drotects federal emolovees from union wlitical z -  
4. Would you support legislation to end th-, special immunity coeicion? 

union officials presently enjoy from prosecution under the 
federal anti-extortion statute’? 9. Will you oppose legislation that would punish or require the 

fuing of employees who choose to work during a smke, and 
5. Will you oppose the forced unionization of federal, state, 

county and municipal employees? 
giveunion Qfficials the power to shut down Gusinesses that 
refuse to force their employees to pay union dues? 

Note: The National Right to Work Committee. of course. endorses no candidates. We are a nonpartisan organization. But 
we believe that you as a Right to Work supporter are entitled to know which candidates will support the right of every 
American to earn a living -without having to pay union bosses for the privilege. 



BACKGROUNDER 
The information below is helpful in explaining h e  

qufsrions on thc reverse side of this form. 

A union, under present federal laws, is empowered to 
represent and bind all employees in a company’s bargaining 
unit - including employees who oppose the union and don’t 
want its “services.” 

This monopoly bargaining power, generally described as 
“exclusive bargaining rights,” deprives employees of their right 
to bargain for themselves. Union officials fought for this power 
and refuse to give it up; yet they complain they are “unfairly 
burdened by the legal obligation” to represent nonmembers. 

Such complaints are intended to pave the way for compelling 
financial support from so-called “free riders” for representation 

.-d-~ey ~ . .  ... do not want. 
:--: The r i n g  of workers who refuse to pay union dues and/or 
 fees is explicitly sanctioned by both the National Labor 
--.Relations Act and the National Railway Labor Act 

~I Section 7 of the NLRA. for example, stipulates that 
employees shall have “the right to refrain” from participating in 

.. union activities “except to the extent that such right may be 
_affected by an agreement requiring membership in a labor 
;;organization as a condition of employment.” 
: The problem of compulsory unionism was created by 

~. .Congress. It will not be solved until Congress repeals the 
! .. existing federal authorizations of compulsory unionism. 

‘1 In 21 states, wage earners - except those covered by the 
.+National Railway Labor Act - are shielded from compulsory 

unionism by Right to Work laws. 
2’ The Ronda guarantee is  typical of these laws, saying, ‘The 

right of persons to work shall not be denied or abridged on 
account of membership or nonmembership in any lahr union or 
labor organization.” 

The authority of states to adopt and enforce such laws is 
reaffumed by Section 14(b) of the Taft-Hartley amendments to 
the National Labor Relations Act. 

Extortion, as a technique. is extremely useful to union 
officials in obtaining such demands as compulsory union shops, 
“agency” shops, compulsory hiring halls and irrevocable dues 
check-off clauses. 

While mosf criminal law is adminislercd at the state and local 
level. some criminal activities (including extoruon), which 
obstruct interstate commerce, have been deemed by Congress to 
be so important that they should be covered by federal statutes. 

As the federal law currently stands, union officials have 
unique special immunities from prosmaion for threatening to 
commit or committing felonies - such as murder, 
manslaughter, maiming. arson, aggravated property desmcuon. 
explosives or firearms offenses, etc. - to obtain collective 
bargaining demands. 

For the past several years, Congress has been confronted by 
bills designed to authorize the forced unionization of public 
employees at various levels of government. 

Several of these proposals are aimed at state. county and 
municipal employees and would nullify existing state laws 
which shield public employees from union coercion. 

Other bills would strip postal workers and other federal 
employees of the freedom of choice guaranteed by the Postal 
Reorganization Act of 1970 and executive orders daring back to 

the adminismion of President John F. Kennedy. 
L a h r  unions are the only private organization in the U.S. 

which can legally force individuals to pay dues into their 
neasuriies. 

The Federal Election Campaign Act (FECA) prohibits union 
officials from giving any of these dues dollars directly to ;I 
candidate for federal office. 

At the same time. FECA permits union officials to use 
workers’ compulsory dues dollars for “in-kind” political 
spending on goods and services to elect candidates for Icdcral 
offices. 

These “in-kind” expenditures are in addition to union PAC 
contributions; they are seldom - if ever - documentcd or  
reported to the Federal Election Commissioc. 

No official statistics for total union “in-kind‘‘ expendirtircs 
are available. But Labor columnist Victor Riesel estimaled ihai 
this so-called “soft money” amounted to IO t i ~ ~ t ~  morc ihm 
what union PACs gave in cash contributions. Based on ilia[ 
yardstick, union “soft money” in 1990 exceeded $350 million. 

In recent years, legislation has been intrcduced in Congress 
to automatically impose union representation upon workcrs 01’ 
nonunionized companies which have even the sligliicst 
economic links to unionized companies. 

Even though the nonunionized and the unionized cornpanics 
each perform separate and distinct work, the compulsory union 
concract would be aufomadcally imposed a,wn the nonuniori 
workers, without even the show of an election conducted by thc 
National Labor Relations Board to determine worker support. 

The “mti-double brasting” legislation would also cncouqc 
Common Situs picketing by permitting union organizers to usc 
a dispute with a single subcontractor as an excuse to picket iintl 
shut down all !he other subcontractors at a job site. 

Legislation has been introduced repeatedly in Congress to 
loosen the 50-year-old Hatch Act’s resteictions against partison 
political activity by federal employees. 

Federal union officials now wield monopoly bargaining 
power over federal employees, which makes union officials ilic 
sole conduit for civil servants in colleccive bargaining and 
grievance situations. 

Current proposals to weaken the Hatch Act lack explicii 
prohibitions agains! the use of monopoly bargaining power fo 
coerce civil servants into supporting federal union officials’ 
political agenda. 

Legislation has been introduced in Congress that would 
prevent employers from hiring permanent replacement workcrs 
during a strike. 

The bill’s provisions would also penalize workcrs who  
choose not to strike by giving preferential, post-snike hiring 
privileges to sbikers. 

Since an employer is unlikely to find employees who will 
work during a violent strike under these condidons, employers 
would be forced tr, cave in to every demand bj, union olrici;ils 
- including the demand hat workers who refuse to pay union 
dues be fired. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 



co 

. __. 

. HOUW of Representatives 
Questions I: 1.2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

US. Senate 

D3str3nt I 
Tom Redder-D - - - - - - - -  - 
(303) 224-9767 
WaVne Allard-R Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y  

- -  - _ - - - - -  c37-OS65 S c o c t  Mclnnls-R Y Y Y Y Y Y Y N Y  Dan Schaefer-R 
p C o n s i d i n e - R  Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y (303) 242-4623 (3031 989-2100 

757-2567 

866-1230 

jaP-6607 
mciLiar Aragon-R Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y 

I QQ-R Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y  
422-8692 

D i r t r i o t  9 
Charles Ociez-D 
(3031 798-3236 
Joel Hefley-R Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y  
(303) 933-0044 

- - - - - - - - - 

= NO Response 

Survey Quest ions 

Do you believe an employee who does not want the “services” 
if a labor union should have the right to refuse to accept that 
sion as his exclusive representative, which federal law now 
QPXS him to accept? 

Vi!.I you support repeal of the provisions in federal laws which 
uthorize compulsory unionism? 
)o you favor preservation of Section 14@) of the Taft-Hartley 
ict, which authorizes state Right to Work laws? 

Vould you support legislation to end the special immunity 
sion officials presently enjoy from prosecution under the 
eded antiexartion statute? 

Yill you oppose the forced unionization of federal, state, 
ounty and municipal employees? 

6. Will you support amendments to the Federal Election 
Campaign Act to prohibit the use of compulsory union dues 
and fees for political causes and candidam opposed by union 
members? 

7. Will you oppose so-called “anti-double breasting” legislation 
that has, as its primary goal, to forcibly unionize employees of 
construction companies? 

8. Will you oppose legislation to weaken or destroy the Hatch 
Act, which protects federal employees from union poli~ical 
coercion? 

9. Will you oppose legislation that would punish or require the 
firing of employees who choose to work during a s ~ k e .  and 
give union officials the power to shut dawn businesses that 
refuse to force their employees to pay union dues? 

iofe: The National Right to Work Committee, of course, endorses no candidates. We are a nonpartisan organization. But 
we believe that you as a Right to Work supporter are entitled u) know which candidates will support the right of every 
American to earn a living - without having to pay union bosses for the privilege. 



BACKGROWER 
The information blow is helpful in explaining the 

questions on the revery. side of this form. 

1. A union, under prescnt federal laws, is empowered to 
represent and bind all employees in a company's bargaining 
unit - including employees who oppose the union and don't 
want its "services." 

This monopoly bargaining power, generally described as 
"exclusive bargaining rights." deprives employees of their right 
to bargain for themselves. Union officials fought for this power 
and refuse to give it up: yet they complain they are "unfairly 
burdened by the legal obligation" to represent nonmembers. 

Such complaints are intended to pave the way fm compelling 
fmc ia l  support from so-called "free riders" for representation 

:-- they do not want. 
@I The firing of workers who refuse to pay union dues and/or 
:?: . ~ .  .. . fees is explicitly sanctioned by both the National Labor 
... :::.! .. . Relations Act and the National Railway Labor Act. 
. .  . .  
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4. 

5. 

Section 7 of the NLRA. for example, stipulates that 
employees shall have "the right to refrain" from panidpating in 
union activities "except to the extent that such right may be 
affected by an agreement requiring membership in a labor 
organization as a condition of employment." 

The problem of compulsory unionism was created by 
Congress. It will not be solved until Congress repeals the 
existing f e d d  authorizations of compulsory unionism. 

In 21 states. wage earners - except hose covered by the 
National Railway Labor Act - are shielded from compulsory 
unionism by Right to Work laws. 

The Florida guarantee is typical of these laws, saying, "The 
right of persons to work shall not be denied or abridged on 
account of membership or nonmembership in any labor union or 
labor organization." 

?he authority of states to adopt and enforce such laws is 
dfmed by Section 14(b) of the Taft-Hartley arnendrnenfi to 
the National Labor Relations Act. 

Extortion, as a technique, is extremely useful to union 
officials in obtaining such demands as compulsory union shops. 
"agency" shops, compulsory hiring halls and irrevocable dues 
check-off clauses. 

While most criminal law is administered at the state and local 
level, some criminal activities (including extortion). which 
obstruct inrerstate commerce, have been deemed by Congress to 
be so imporfant that they should be covered by federal statutes. 

As the federal law currently stands, union officials have 
unique special immunities from prosecution for hxitening to 
commit or committing felonies - such as murder, 
manslaughter, maiming, arson, aggravated property destruction, 
explosives or firearms offenses, etc. - to obtain collective 
bargaining demaiids. 

For the past several years, Congress has been confronted by 
bills designed to authorize the forced unionization of public 
employees at various levels of government. 

Several of these propods are aimed at state, county and 
municipal employees and would nullify existing state laws 
which shield public employees from union coercion. 

Other bills would strip postal workers and other federal 
employees of the freedom of choice guaranteed by the Postal 
Reorganization Act of 1970 and executive orders daIing back 10 

the administration of President John F. Kennedy. 
Labor unions are the only private organization in the U.S. 

which can legally force individuals to pay dues into their 
treasuries. 

The Federal Election Campaign Act (FECA) prohibits union 
officials from giving any of these dues dollars directly to a 
candidate foi federal office. 

At the same time, FECA permits union officials to use 
workers' compulsory dues dollars for "in-kind" political 
spending on goods and services to elect candidates for federal 
offices. 

These "in-kind" expenditures are in addition to union PAC 
contributions; they are seldom - if ever - dxiimented or 
reported to the F & d  Election Commission. 

No officiaI sratistics for total union "in-kind" expnditures 
are available. But Labor columnist Victor Riesel estimated hat 
this so-called "sofl money" amounted to 10 times more than 
what union PACs gave in casR conlributisns. Based on that 
yardstick, union "soft money" in 1990 exceeded $350 million. 

In recent yean. legislation has been introduced in Congress 
to automatically impose union representation upon workers of 
nonunionized companies which have even the slightest 
economic links to unionized companies. 

Even though the nonunionized and the unionized companies 
each perform separate and distinct work, the compulsory union 
contract would be automatical!y imposed upon the nonunion 
workers, without even the show of an election conducted by the 
National Labor Relations Board to determine wosker support. 

The "anti-double breasting" legislation would also encourage 
Common Situs picketing by pamitting union organizers to use 
a dispute with a single subcontractor as an e x c w  to picket and 
shut down all the other subcontractors at a job site. 

Legislation has been inwuced repeatedly in Congress to 
loosen the SO-year-old PIatch Act's restrictions against partisan 
political activily by federal employees. 

Federal union officials now wield monopoly bargaining 
power over federal employees, which makes union officials the 
sole conduit for civil servants in collective bargaining and 
grievance siluations. 

Current proposals to weaken the Hatch Act lack explicit 
prohibitions against the use of monopoly bargaining power to 
coerce civil servants into supporting federal union officials' 
politid agenda. 

Legislation has been introduced in Congress that would 
prevent employers from hiring permanent replacement workers 
during a strike. 

The bill's provisions would also penalize workers who 
choose not to smke by giving preferential. post-strike hiring 
privileges to saikers. 

Since an employer is unlikely to find employees who will 
work during a violent strike under these conditions. employers 
would be forced to cave in to every demand by union officials 
- including the demand that workers who refuse to pay union 
dues be fired. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 
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Key: 
Y =Yes 
N =No L = No Response 

Survey Questions 
I " -  

I. Do you believe an employee who does not want the "services" 
of a labor union should have the right to refuse to accept h t  
union as his exclusive representative, which federal law now 
forces hi to accept? 

2. WiU you support repeal of the provisions in federal laws which 
authorize compulsory unionism? 

3. Do you favor preservation of Section 140) of the Taft-Hartley 
Acr, which authorizes state Right to Work laws? 

4. Would YGU support legislation to end the special immunity 
union officials presently enjoy from prosecution under the 
federal antiextortion statute? 

5. Will you oppose the forced unionization of federal, state, 
county and municipal employees? 

6. Will you support amendments to the Federal Election 
Campaign Act to prohibit the use of compulsory union dues 
and fees for political causes and candida& opposed by union 
members? 

7. Will you oppose so-called %:ddouble breashg" legislation 
that has, as its primary goal, to forcibly unionize employees of 
construction companies? 

8. Will you oppose legislation to weaken or destroy the Hatch 
Act, which protects federal employees from union political 
coercion? 

9. Will you oppose legislation that would punish or require the 
Wng of employees who choose IO work during a smke. and 
give union officials the power to shut down businesses Ihat 
refuse to force their employees to pay union dues? 

~~~ ~~~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 

Note: The National Right to Work Committee, of course, endorses no candidam. We are a nonpanisan organization. But 
we believe that you as a Right to Work supporter are entided to know which candidates will support the right of every 
American to earn a living - without having to pay union bosses for the privilege. 
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A union, under present federal laws, is empowered to 
represent and bind all employees in a company’s bargaining 
unit - including employees who oppose the union and don’t 
want its “services.” 

This monopoly bargaining power. generally described as 
“exclusive bargaining rights.” deprives employees of their right 
to bargain for themselves. Union officials fought for this power 
and refuse to give it up; yet they complain they are “unfairly 
burdened by the legal obligation” to represent nonmembers. 

Such complaints ax intended to pave rhe way for compehg 
fmc ia l  support from so-called “free riders’’ for representation 
they do not want. 

The fUing of workers who refuse to pay union dues and/or 
fees is explicitly sanctioned by both the National Labor 
Relations Act and the National Railway Labor Act 

Section 7 of the NLRA, for example, stipulates that 
employees shall have “the right to refmin” from participating in 
miion activities “except to the extent that such right may be 
affected by an agreement requiring membership in a labor 
organizaricz as a condition of employment.” 

The problem of compulsory unionism was created by 
Congress. It will not be solved until Congress repeals the 
exisling federal authorizations of compulsory unionism. 

In 21 states, wage earners - except those covered by the 
National Railway Labor Act - are shielded from compuhry 
unionism by Righf to Work laws. 

The Florida guiuanree is typical of these laws, saying. “The 
right of persons to work shall not be denied or abridged on 
account of membership or nonmembership in any labor union or 
labor organimh.“ 

The authority of states to adopt and enforce such laws is 
reaffmed by Section 14@) of the Taft-Wartley amendments to 
the National Labor Relations Act. 

Extortion. as a technique, is extremely useful to union 
offici& in oblaining such demands as compulsory union shops. 
“agency“ shops, compulsory hiring halls and irrevocable dues 
check& clauses. 

While most criminal law is administered at the state and local 
level, some criminal activities (including extortion), which 
obsrmct interstate commerce, have been deemed by Congress to 
be so important that they should be covered by federal sbtutes. 

As the federal law currently stands, union officials have 
unique special immunities from prosecution for threatening to 
commit or committing felonies - such as murder, 
manslaughter, maiming, arson, aggravated properly destruction, 
explosives or firearms offenses, etc. - to obtain collective 
bargaining demands. 

For the past s e v d  years, Congress has been confronted by 
bills designed to authorize the forced unionization of public 
employees at various levels of government. 

Several of these proposals are aimed at state, county and 
municipal employees and would nullify existing state laws 
which shield public employees from union coercion. 

Other bills would strip postal workers and other federal 
employees of rhe M o m  of choice guaranteed by ihe Postal 
Reorganization Act of 1970 and executive orders dating back to 

the administration of Presidat John F. Kennedy. 
Lbor unions are the only private organiiAon in the U.S. 

which can legally force individuals to pay dues into their 
Ueasuries. 

The Federal Election Campaign Act (FECA) prohibits union 
officials from giving any of these dues dollars directly to a 
candidate for federal office. 

At the same time, FECA permits union officials to use 
workers” compulsory dues dollars for “in-kind” political 
spending on gmds and services to elect candidates for federal 
offices. 

These “in-kind” expenditures are in addition to union PAC 
contributions; they are seldom - if ever - documented or 
reported to the Federal Election Commission. 

No official statistics for total union “in-kind“ expenditures 
are available. But Labor columnist Victor Riesel estimated that 
this so-called “soft money” amounted to 10 times more than 
what union PACs gave in cash contributions. Based on thzt 
yardstick, union “soft money“ in 1990 exceeded $350 million. 

In recent years, legislation has been induced  in Congress 
to automatically impose union representation upon workers of 
nonunionized companies which have even the sligheest 
economic links to unionized companies. 

Even though the nonunionized and the unionized companies 
each perfom separate and distinct wmk, !he compulsory union 
contract would be automatically imposed upon the nonunIan 
workers, without even the show of an election conducted by the 
National Labop Relations Board to determine v?n&er suppon. 

The “antidouble breasting” legislatiom would also encourage 
Cammon Situs picketing by permitting union organizers to use 
a dispute with a single subcontractor as an e x c w  to picket and 
shut down all the other subcontractors at a job site. 

Legislation has been intrcaduced repeatedly in Congress to 
loosen the SO-year-old Hatch Act’s resaictions against partisan 
political activity by federal employees. 

Federal union officials now wield monopoly bargaining 
power over federal employees. which makes union oEcials the 
sole conduit for civil servants in collective bargaining and 
grievance situations. 

Cureent proposals t~ weaken the Hatch Act lack explicit 
prohibitions against the use of monopoly bargaining power to 
coerce civil servants into supporting federal union officials’ 
political agenda. 

kgislation has been introduced in Congress that would 
prevent employers from hiring permanent replacement wos-kers 
during a suike. 

The bill‘s provisions would also penalize workers who 
choose not to strike by giving preferential, poststrike hiring 
privileges to strikers. 

Since an employer is unlikely to find employees who will 
work during a violent suike under these conditions. employers 
would be forced to cave in to every demand by union officials - including the demand that workers who refuse to pay union 
dues be fired. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 



BACKGROWER 
The information bclow is helpful in explaining the 

questions on the reverse side of h i s  form. 

A union, under present federal laws. is empowered to 
represent and bind all employees in a company’s bargaining 
unit - including employees who oppose the union and don’t 
want its “services.” 

This monopoly bargaining power, generally described as 
“exclusive bargaining rights.” de.prives employees of their right 
to bargain for themselves. Union oPficials fought for this power 
and refuse to give it up; yet they complain hey  are “unfairly 
burdened by the legal obligation” to represent nonmembers. 

Such complaints are intended to pave the way for compelling 
facial support from so-called “free riders” for representation 
&y do not  wan^ 

;.. The f i n g  of workers who refuse to pay union dues an,dior 
fqks is explicitly sanctioned by both the National Labor 
g&rions . .  Act and the National Railway Labor Act 
:’ 5 Section 7 of the NLRA, for example, stipulates that 
mployees shall have “the right to refrain” from participating in 
w o n  activiries “except to the extent that such right may be 
pffected by an agreement requiring membership in a labor 
rjjganization as a condition of employment.” 
’ . The problem of compulsory unionism was created by 
Congress. It will not be solved until Congress repeals the 
&sting federal authori7ations of compulsory unionism. 
I-:’ In 21 SUES. wage earners - except those covered by the 
National Railway Labor Act - are shielded from compulsory 
kkionism by Right to Work laws. 
. . .. i The Florida guarantee is typical of these laws, saying, ‘The 
right of persons to work shall not be denied or abridged on 
account of membership or nonmembership in any l a b  union or 
labor organization.” 

The authority of states to adopt and enforce such laws is 
reaffied by Section 14@) of the Taft-WJey amendments to 
the National Labor Relations Act. 

Extortion, as a technique. is extremely useful to union 
offiials in obtaining such demands as compulsory union shops, 
“agency” shops, compulsory hiring halls and irrevocable dues 
chedc-off clauses. 

While most criminal law is administered at the state and local 
level. some criminal activities (including extortion), which 
obsrruct interstate commerce, have been deemed by Congress to 
be so important that they should be covered by federal statutes. 

As the federal law currently stands, union officials have 
unique special immunities from prosecution for threatening to 
commit or commirting felonies - such as murder, 
manslaughter. maiming. arson. aggravated property deshuction, 
explosives or f i r m s  offenses, etc. - to obtain collective 
bargaining demands. 

For the past several years, Congress has been confronted by 
bills designed to authorize the forced unionization of public 
employees at various levels of government. 

Several of these proposals are aimed at state, county and 
municipal employees and would nullify existing state laws 
which shield public employees from union cmrcion. 

Other bills would strip postal workers and other federal 
employees of the freedom of choice guaranteed by the Postal 
Reorganization Act of 1970 and executive orders dating back to 

I . :  . . :  . .  

~. 

the administration of President John E Kennedy. 
Labor unions are the only private organization in the U.S. 

which can legally force individuals to pay dues into their 
ueasuries. 

The Federal Election Campaign Act (FEC.4) prohibits union 
officials from giving any of these dues dollars directly to a 
candidate for federal office. 

At the same time, FECA permits union officials to use 
workers’ compulsory dues dollars for “in-kind” political 
spending on goods and services to elect candidates for federal 
offices. 

Tliese %-kind” expenditures are in addition to union PAC 
conmbutioas: they are seldom - if ever - documented or 
reporwi to the Federal Election Commission. 

No official statistics for total union “in-kind“ expenditures 
are available. But Labor columnist Victor Riesel estimated that 
this so-called “soft money“ amounted to 10 times more than 
what union PACs gave in cash contributions. Based on that 
yardstick. union “soft money” in 1990 exceeded $350 million. 

In recent years, legislation has been introduced in Congress 
to automatically impose union representation upon workers of 
nonunionized companies which have even the slightest 
economic links to unionized companies. 

Even though the nonunionized and the unionized companies 
each perform separate and distinct work, the compulsory union 
contract would be automatically imposed upon the nonunion 
workers. without even the show of an election conducted by the 
National Labor Relations Board t~ determine worker support. 

The “anti-double breasting” legislation would also encourage 
Common Situs picketing by permitting union organizers to use 
a dispute with a single subcontractor as an excuse to picket G d  
shut down all the other subcontractors at a job site. 

Legislation has been inaoduoed repeatedly in Congress to 
loosen the 50-year-old Hatch Act’s resaictions against partisan 
political activity by federal employees. 

Federal union officials now wield monopoly bargaining 
power over federal employees. which makes union officials the 
sole conduit for civil servailis in collective bargaining and 
grievance situations. 

Current proposals to weaken the Hatch Act lack explicit 
prohibitions against the use of monopoly bargaining power to 
coerce civil servants into supporting federal snlon officials’ 
political agenda. 

Legislation has been introduced in Congress that would 
prevent employers from hiring pemanent replacement workers 
during a striire. 

The bill’s pruvisions would also penalize workers who 
choose not to strike by giving preferential, post-strike hiring 
privileges to smkers. 

Since an employer is unlikely to find employees who will 
work during a violent strike under these conditions. employers 
would be forced to cave in to every demand by union officials 
- including the demand that workers who refuse to pay union 
dues be fired. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 
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Key: 
Y =Yes 
N =No - =NoResponse 

1. Do you believe an employee who does not want the "services" 
of a labor union should have the right to refuse to accept that 
union as his exclusive representative, which federal law now 
forces him to accept? members? 

authorize compulsory unionism? 
3. Do you favor preservation of Section 14@) of the Taft-Hartley 

Act, which authorizes state Right to Work laws? 

Would you support legislation to end the special immunity 

6. Will you support amendments to the Federal Election 
Campaign Act to prohibit the use of compulsory union dues 
and fees for political causes and candidates opposed by union 

2. Will you sqpn of l e  provisions in federal laws which 7. Will YOU Oppose SO-&led "anti-double b a t i n g "  legislation 
that has. as its primary god. to forcibly unionize employees of 
construction companies? 
Will you oppose legislation to weaken or desmty the Hatch 
Act, which protects federal employees from union political 
coercion? 

8. 

4. . .. .- .. . 
union official; presenily enjoy from prosecution under the 
federal anti-exrortion statute? 9. Will you oppose legislation that would punish or require l e  

f ~ n g  of employees who choose to work during a snike. and 
5. Will you oppose the forced unionization of federal. state, 

county and municipal employees? 
give-union officials the power to shut down 6usinesses that 
refuse to force their employees 10 pay union dues? 

Note: The National Right to Work Cornmiwe. of come, endorses no candidates. We are a nonpartisan organization. But 
we believe that you as a Right u) Work supponer are entilled to know which candidates will support the right of every 
American to earn a living - without having to pay union bosses for the privilege. 
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I *  BACKGROWER 

The information below is helpful in explaining the 
questions on the revase side of hiis fom. 

1 ~ A union, under present federal laws. is empowered to 
;represent and bind all employees in a company’s bargaining 
;unit - including employees who oppose the union and don’t 
;want its “services.” 
1 This monopoly bargaining power, generalt-j described as 
“‘exclusive bargaining rights,” deprives employees of their right 
‘to targain for themselves. Union officials fought for this power 
land refuse to give it up; yet they complain they are “unfairly 
burdened by the legal obligation” to represent nonmembers. 

i Such complaints are intended to pave the way for compelling 
lfmcial support from so-called “free riders” for representation 
Ithey do not want  1 ~~ : 

1 !-.The fuing of workers who refuse to pay union dues andor 
fq is explicitly sanctioned by both the National Labor 
R&tions Act and the National Railway Labor Act 

’ Section 7 of the NLRA, for example, stipulates that 
erpployees shaIl have “the right to refrain” fmm participating in 
u$on activities “except to the extent that such right may be I affected by an agreement requiring membership in a labor 

1 ofganization as a condition of employment.” 
~ ;The problem of compulsory unionism was created by 
Congress. It will not be solved until Congress repeals the 

~e%kting feded authorizations ofcompulsory unionism. 
:In 21 states, wage earners - except hose covered by the 

Nstional Railway Labor Act - are. shielded from compulsory 
&ionism . . .  by Right to Work laws. 
: “The Florida guarantee is typical of these laws, saying, “The 

right of persons to work shall not be denied or abridged on 
account of membership or nonmembership in any labor union or 
labor organization.“ 

The authority of states to adopt and enforce such laws is 
M i m e d  by Section 14@) of the Taft-Hartley amendments to 
the National Labor Relations Act. 

Extortion, as a technique. is extremely useful to union 
officials in obtaining such demands as compulsory union shops, 
*‘agency“ shops, compukory hiring halls and irrevocable dues 
check-off clauses. 

While most criminal law is administered at the swt and Ixal 
level, some criminal activities (including extortion). which 
obsrmct interstate commerce, have been deemed by Congress to 
be. so important Lhat they should be covered by fed& statutes. 

As the federal law currently stands. union officials have 
unique special immunities from prosecution for threatening to 
commit or committing felonies - such as murder, 
manslaughter, maiming. arson. aggravated property desrmction, 
explosives or firearms offenses, etc. - to obtain collective 
bargaining demands. 

Fer the past several years. Congress has been confronted by 
bills designed to authorize the forced unionization of public 
employees at various levels of government. 

Several of these proposals are aimed at state, county and 
municipal employees and would nullify existing state laws 
which shield public employees from union coercion. 

Other bills would strip postal workers and other federal 
employees of the freedom of choice guaranteed by the Postal 
Reorganization Act of 1970 and executive orders dating back lo 

I 

~. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

the administration of President John E Kennedy. 
Labr unions are the only private organization in the U.S. 

which can legally force individuals to pay dues into their 
treasuries. 

The Federal Election Campaign Act @ E A )  prohibits union 
officials from giving any of these dues dollars directly to a 
candidas for federal office. 

At the same time, FECA permits union officials to use 
workers‘ compulsory dues dollars for “in-kind“ political 
spending on goods and services to ekct candidates for federal 
offices. 

The= “in-kind“ expenditures are in addition to union PAC 
contributions; they are seldom - if ever - documented or 
reponed to the Federal Election Commission. 

No official statistics for total union ‘%-kind” expenditures 
are available. But Labor columnist Victor Riesel estimated that 
this so-called “soft money” amounted to 10 times more than 
what union PACs gave in cash contributions. Based on that 
yardstick, union “soft money” in 1990 exceeded $350 million. 

In recent years, legislation has been intrcduced in Congress 
to automatically impose union representation upon workers of 
nonunionized companies which have even the slightest 
economic links to unionized companies. 

Even though the nonunionized and the unionized companies 
each perform separate and distinct work, the compulsory union 
contract would be automatically imposed upon the nonunion 
workers, without even the show of an election conducted by the 
National Labor Relations Boar$ ID determine worker support. 

The “anti-double breasting” legislation would also encourage 
Common Situs picketing by permitting d o n  organizers to use 
a dispute with a single sutsonuactor as an excuse to picket and 
shut down all the other subconna~lors at a job site. 

Legislation has been introduced repeamy in Congress to 
loosen the 5O-year-old Hatch Act’s restrictions against partisan 
political activity by federal employees. 

Federal union officials now wield monopoly bargaining 
power ova  federal employees, which makes union official:; tk. 
sole conduit for civil servants in collective bargaining and 
grievance situations. 

Current proposals to weaken the Hatch Act lack explicit 
prohibitions against the use of monopoly bargaining power to 
coerce civil servants into supporting federal union officials’ 
political agenda. 

Legislation has been introduced in Congress that would 
prevent employers from hiking permanent replacement workers 
during a strike. 

The bill’s provisions would also penalize workers who 
choose not to smke by giving preferential, post-strike hiring 
privileges to s@ikers, 

Since an employer is unlikely to find employees who will 
work during a violent shike under these conditions, employers 
would be forced to cave in to every demand by union officials 
- including the demand that workers who refuse to pay union 
dues be fired. 
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Y =Yes 
N =No 

= No Response 

.. . ._ . .  
:. , .._ 
.. . . .  . .  
.l . 
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2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

Survey Questions 

Do you believe an employee who does not want the “services” 
of a labor union should have the right to refuse to accept that 
union as his exclusive representative. which federal law now 
foms him to accept? 

Will you support re@ of the provisions in federal laws which 
authorize cornpukmy unionism? 
Do you favor preservation of Section 14@) of the Taft-Hartley 
Act. which authorizes state Right to Work laws? 

Would you support legislation to end the special immunity 
union officials presently enjoy from prosecution under the 
federal antiextortion astute? 

Will you oppose the forced unionization of federal. state. 
county and municipal employees? 

Will you support amendments to the Federal Election 
Campaign Act to prohibit the use of compulsory union dues 
and fees for politid causes and candidates opposed by union 
members? 
Will you oppose so-called “anti-double breasting” legislaiion 
lhat has. as its primary goal, lo forcibly unionize employees of 
conshuction companies? 
Will you oppose legislation to weaken or desmy the Hatch 
Act. which protects federal employees From union lpoiitical 
coercion? 
Will you oppose legislation that would punish or require the 
firing of employees who choose to work during a smke. and 
give union officials the power to shu6 down businesses that 
refuse to force their employees to pay union dues? 

Note: The National Right to Work Committee, of course. endorses no candidates. We are a nonpartisan organization. But 
we believe that you as a Right to Work supporter are entitled to know which candidates will support the right of every 
American to earn a living - without having to pay union bosses for the privilege. 
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A COALITION D EMPLOYERS 

HEADQUARTERS AT THE NATION’S CAPITAL 
~ October M, 1992 

X Y X X X X X X X X X X X X X  

Dear X X X X  XXXXXMXXX: I 
. .  , *>-. I . .  -.,.: .. . 
;-. . .  

?,: .. ij . 
What do Democrat John Rauh and Republican Judd Gregg - -  who are 

They have both actively opposed Right to Work this year. 

At least John Rauh has the honesty to admit it. He endorsed 

But Judd Gregg may be trying to snow you about his past record on 

both vying to be your next U.S. Senator - -  have in common? - 
=.+ : : j  . .  

. .~ 
j -. 
.. . . . .  ... .. .. ~ 

i/ . .  compulsory unionism on his 1992 Right to Work Candidate Survey. 

=::~: 

-. Of the major candidates for the New Hampshire Senate seat, only 
.y -- .- - .  

j . !L: .-. 

_. - 
$ 7  j . .  

.- __ ..:. Right to Work - -  and even about his current position. 
i_.. 
+e . .  

Independent Larry Brady has had the guts to consistently stand up ... : against Organized Labor’s political machine. 

Just 0 months ago, Governor Gregg almost single-handedly quashed 
the New Hampshire Right to Work bill pending at that time in the New 
Hampshire House of Representatives. To kill the bill, he twisted the 
arms of dozens of Republican representatives who had previously 
supported Right to Work. 

is only a vote or two shy of enacting its entire political agenda, his 
track record on Right to Work is of especially grave concern. 

If Governor Gregg supports compulsory unionism in the Senate as 
he did this past year as governor, our nation could face economy- 
paralyzing strikes, and higher inflation and taxes. 

Candidate Survey to nail down his position on specific pieces of 
forced-unionism legislation - -  Governor Gregg refused to answer. 

thousands of New Hampshire citizens deluged his office with postcards 
and phone calls urging him to support Right to Work. 

Since Mr. Gregg is favored to win the Senate race, and Big Labor 

Way back on July 17, I sent Governor Gregg a Right to Work 

So I sent Judd Gregg a copy of the survey July 31. And you and 

Again, he refused to respond. 

I sent a second copy of the survey September 10, and reported Mr. 
You put so much heat on Governor Gregg for his Gregg’s actions again. 

arrogant refusal to level with you about his Right to Work record, he 
was forced to respond. 

WASHINGTON D.C. HEADQUARTERS: 8001 EfiAJDOCK ROAD, SUITE 500 SPRINGFIELD. VIRGINIA 22160 TEL. (703) 321-9820 

“Americans must have the right but not be compelled to join labor unions” 
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Governor Gregg started mailing out copies of his survey answers 

to our members, who sent them on to me. In an accompanying letter, he 
implied he returned his survey weeks ago, and claimed he has alwavs 
supported Right to Work. He even accused me of "grossly 
misrepresentingt1 his position on forced unionism. 

Just the opposite. Everything I reported to you about Governor 

According to the Manchester Union Leader, the New Hampshire AFL- 

Gregg was 100% correct. 

CIO Political Director has been crowing all year about how Mr. Greg2 
did the union bosses' dirty work for them by killing the Right to Work 
bill (H.B. 1432) 211-134. 

And in 1989 he assured the New Hampshire AFL-CIO convention that 

Even on his tardy survey response (which I still have not 

he would veto anv Risht to Work bill that came to his desk. 

received from him), Mr. Gregg endorses the root of compulsory unionism 
- -  Big Labor's monopoly bargaining privileges, which force union-boss 
"representationff on workers who don't want it. 

If so, why did he kill a Rigfit to Work law fox New Hampshire? Why 
would he vote to give out-of-state workers the rights he denied to his 
own constituents? Very curious indeed. 

needs to remember that his past support for compulsory unionism 
sparked a firestorm of constituent anger. That's the only way to stop 
him from doing it again, if he wins his campaign. 

That's why I'm asking you to take three actions inunedlately. 

First, call Governor Gregg at 626-1212 and urge him to publicly 
apologize for killing your Right to Work law. If you put enough heat 
on Governor Gregg, you can force him to prove his professed conversion 
is genuine by opposing forced unionism in the Senate, 

Right to Work position. And, don't leave out Independent Larry Brady. 
He's under major pressure to back off from his support for Right to 
Work. Call him at 641-5900 and encourage him not to buckle. 

And he also claims he'll support a National Right to viork law. 

One thing's for sure. If Judd Gregg becomes a U . S .  Senator, he 

Then, call John Rauh at 644-5552 and insist he change his anti- 

Sincerely, 

Reed Larson 

P.S. Also call leading gubernatorial candidate Stevs Merrill at 
627-9292. He says he supports Right to Work "in principle." 
Urge him to support it in practice next year, if elected. Tell 
him not to kill the New Hampshire Right to Work bill the way 
Gsvernor Gregg did this year. 
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A COALITION OF EMPLqYEES AND EMPLOYERS 

HEADQUARTERS AT THE NATIONS CAPITAL 

IOUWZXXXXXWUW( 
X X X X X X X X X X X X X W [  
-uxx.xxx 
Dear XXXX X X X X X X X M [ :  

October XX, 1992 

What do Democrat John Rauh and Republican Judd Gregg - -  who are 

They have both actively opposed Right to Work this year. 

At least John Rauh has the honesty to admit it. He endorsed 

But Judd Gregg may be trying to snow you about his past record on 

Of the major candidates for the New Hampshire Senate seat, only 

both vying to be your next U.S. Senator - -  have in common? 

compulsory unionism on his 1992 Right to Work Candidate Survey. 

Right to Work - -  and even about his current position. 

Independent Larry Brady has had the guts to consistently stand up 
against Organized Labor's political machine. 

Just 8 months ago, Governor Gregg almost single-handedly quashed 
the New Hampshire Right to Work bill pending at that time in the New 
Hampshire House of Representatives. To kill the bill, ne twisted the 
arms of dozens of Republican representatives who had previously 
supported Right to Work. 

is only a vote or two shy of enacting its entire political agenda, his 
track record on Right to Work is of especially grave concern. 

If Governor Gregg supports compulsory unionism in the Senate as 
he did t st year as governor, our nation could face economy- 
paralyzi rikes, and higher inflationbtaxes. 

Candidat ey to nail down his position on specific pieces of 
forced-unionism legislation - -  Governor Gregg refused to answer. 

thousands of New Hampshire citizens deluged his office with postcards 
and phone calls urging him to support Right to Work. 

Since Mr. Gregg is favored to win the Senate race, and Big Labor 

CL,\ d 
way on July 17, I sent Governor Gregg a Right to Work 

So I sent Judd Gregg a copy of the survey July 31. -And you and 

Again, he refused to respond. 

I sent a second copy of the survey September 10, and reported Mr. 
You put so much heat on Governor Gregg for his Gregg's actions again. 

o level with y u about his Right to Work record, he 
7: yj.;:, () [' J.,, 4, 
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/ Governor Gregg started mailing out copies of his survey answers 
to our members, who sent them on to me.! In an accompanying letter, he 
implied he returned his survey weeks ago, and claimed he has always 
supported Right. to Work. He even accused of tlgrossly 
misrepresenting” his position on forced unionism. 

Gregg was 100% correct. 

CIO Political Director has been crowing all year about how Mr. Gregy 
did the union bosses’ dirty work for them by killing the Right to Work 
bill (H.B.  1432) 211-134. 

Just the opposite. Everything I reported to you about Governor 

According to the Manchester Union Leader, the New Hampshire AFL- 

And in 1989 he assured the Mew Hampshire AFL-CIO convention that 

Wen on his tardy survey response (which I still have not 

he wouzd veto any Risht to Work k , i l l  that came to his desk. 

received from him), Mr. Gregg endorses the root of compulsory unionism 
- -  Big Labor‘s monopoly bargaining privileges, which force union-boss 
tlrepresentation” on workers who don‘t want it. 

If so, why did he kill a Right to Work law for New Hampshire? Why 
would he vote to give out-of-state workers the rights he denied to his 
own constituents? Very curious indeed. 

needs to remember that his past support for compulsory unionism 
sparked a firestorm of constituent anger. That’s the only way to stop 
him from doing it again, if he wins his campaign. 

That’s why I’m asking you to take three actions immediately. 

First, call Governor Gregg at 626-1212 and urge him to publicly 

And he also claims he‘ll support a National Right to Work law. 

One thing’s for sure. I f  Judd Gregg becomes a U.S. Senator, he 

apologize f o r  killing your Right to Work law. If you put enough heat 
on Governor Gregg, you can force him to prove his professed conversion 
is genuine by opposing forced unionism in the Senate. 

Right to Work position. And, don’t leave out Independent Larry Brady. 
He’s under major pressure to back off from his support for Right to 
Work. Call him at 641-5900 and encourage him not to buckle. 

Then, call John Rauh at 644-5552 and insist he change his anti- 

Sincerely, 

Reed Larson 

P.S. Also call leading gubernatorial candidate Steve Merrill at 
627-9292. He says he supports Right to Work “in principle.I1 
Urge him to support it in practice next year, if elected. Tell 
him not to kill the New Hampshire Right to Work bill the way 
Governor Gregg did this year. 
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A COALITION OF EMPLqYEES AND EMPLOYERS 
October XX, 1992 

HEADQUARTERS AT THE NATION’S CAPITAL 

Dear XXXX X X X X X X X X X X :  

What do Democrat John Rauh and Republican Judd Gregg - -  who are 

They have both actively opposed Right to Work this year. 

At least John Rauh has the honesty to admit it. He endorsed 

But Judd Gregg may be trying to snow you about his past record 

Of the major candidates for the New Hampshire Senate seat, oniy 

both vying to be your next U.S. Senator - -  have in common? 

compulsory unionism on his 1992 Right to Work Candidate Survey. 

on Right to Work - -  and even about his current position. 

Independent Larry Brady has had the guts to consistently stand up 
against Organized Labor’s political machine. 

Less than 7 months ago, Governor Gregg almost singlehandedly 
quashed the New Hampshire Right to Work bill pending at that time in 
the New Hampshire House of Representatives. To kill the bill, he 
twisted the arms of dozens of Republican representatives who had 
previously supported Right to Work. 

Since Gregg is favored to win the Senate race, and 
Big Labor is only a vote or two shy of enacting its entire 
aD agenda, his track record on Right to Work is of especially 

If Governor Gregg supports compulsory unionism in the Senate as 
st year as governor, our nation could face economic 

fie upheaval, paralyzing strikes, inflation, and taxes. 

Candidate Survey to nail down his position on specific pieces of 
forced unionism legislation - -  Governor Gregg refused to answer. 

thousands of New Hampshire citizens deluged his office with postcards 
and phone calls urging him to support Rig& to Work. 

Way back on July 17, I sent Governor Gregg a Right to Work. 

So I sent Governor Gregg another sunrey on July 31. And you and 

Again, he refused to respond. 

I sent a third survey on September 10, and reported Mr. Gregg‘s 
actions again, and you put so much heat on Governor Gregg for his 
WASHINGTON D C. HEADQUARTERS 8001 BRADDOCK ROAD. SUITE 500 e SPRINGFIELD. VIRGINIA 22160 e TEL. (703) 321-9820 
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arrogant refusal to come clean and level with you about his Right to 
Work record, he was forced to respond. 

Governor Gregg started mailing out copies of his survey Biiswers 
to our members, who sent them on to me. In an accompanying letter, 
he implied he returned his survey weeks ago, and claimed he has 
always supported Right to Work. He even accused me of "grossly 
misrepresentingtt position on forced unionism. 

Just the opposite. 
Gregg was 100% correct. 

Everything I reported to you about Governor 

co 
olitical Director has been crowing all year about how Mr. Gregg did 
the union bosses' dirty work for them by killing the Right to Work 
b i l l  (H.B. 1432) 211-134. 

And in 1989 he assured the New Hampshire AFLI-CIO convention that 
he would veto anv - Risht to Work bill that came to h 

received from him) Mr. Gregg endorses the root of 
- -  Big Labor's monopoly bargaining privileges, wh 
ttrepresentationtt on workers who don't want it. 

If so, why did he kill a Right to Work law for New Hampshire? Why 
would he vote to give out-of-state workers the rights he denied to 
his own constituents? Very curious indeed. 

needs to remember that his past support for compulsory unionism 
sparked a firestorm of constituent anger. That's the only way to 
stop him from doing it again if he wins his campaign. 

That's why I ' m  asking you to take three actions immediately. 

First, call Governor Gregg at XXX-XXXX and urge him to publicly 

Even on his tardy survey response, (which I s 

And he also claims he'll support a National Right to Work law. 

One thing's for sure. If Judd Gregg becomes a U.S. Senator, he 

apologize for killing your Right to Work law. If you put enough heat 
on Governor Gregg, you can force him to prove his professed 

enuine by opposing forced unionism in the Senate. 

11 John Rauh at and insist he change his 
ork position. An don't leave out independent 

Call him at XXX-XXXX and encourage him not to 
Larry Brady. 
for Right to Work. 
buckle. 

He's under major pressure to back off from his support 

Sincerely, 

Reed &arson 

P.S. Also, call leading gubernatorial candidate Steve Merrill at XXX- 
XXXX. He says he supports Right to Work Itin principle.It Urge 
him to support it in practice-next year if elected. 
not to kill the New Hampshire Right to Work b i l l  like Governor 
Gregg did this year. 

Tell him 



October XX, 1992 

xxxxxxxxxxxxxxx 
xxxxxxxxxxxxxxx 
xxxxxxxxxxxxxxx 
Dear XXXX XXXXXXXXXX: 

What do Democrat John Rauh an<.- Repub ican Judd Gregg -- Who 
are both vying to be your next U.S. Senator -- have in common? 

They have both actively opposed Right to Work this year. 

At least John Rauh has the honesty to admit it. He endorsed 
compulsory unionism on his 1992 Right to Work Candidate Survey. 

But Judd Gregg may be trying to snow you about his past 
record on Right to Work -- and even about his current position. 

Of the major candidates for the New Hampshire Senate seat, 
only Independent Larry Brady has had the guts to consistently 
stand up against Organized Labor's political machine. 

Less than 7 months ago, Governor Gregg almost singlehandedly 
quashed the New Hampshire Right to Work bill pending at that time 
in the New Hampshire House of Representatives. To kill the bill, 
he twisted the arms of dozens of Republican representatives who 
had previously supported Right to Work. 

Since Governor Gregg is favored to win theJSenate race, and 
because Big Labor is only a vote or two shy of enacting its 
entire political agenda, his track record on Right to Work is of 
especially grave concern. 

Senate as he did this past year as governor, our nation could 
face economic upheaval, paralyzing strikes, inflation, andAtaxes. - 

r-- / 

u.5 ' - 
If Governor Gregg supports compulsory unionism in the 

hi&-\ 
Way back on July 17, I sent Governor Gregg a Right to Work 

Candidate Survey to nail down his position on specific pieces of 
+==-E-- forced-unionism legislation -- Governor Gregg refused to answer. 

So I sent Governor Gregg survey on July 31. 
and thousands of New Hampshire ns deluged his office with 
postcards and phone calls support Right to Work. 

Again, he refused to 

I sent a third surveyon September 10, and reported Mr. 
Gregg's actions againo 
for his arrogant refusal to come clean and level with you about 
his Right to Work record, he was forced to respond. 

)'.. put so much heat on Governor Gregg 

Governor Gregg started mailing out copies of his 
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Just the opposite. 

M r .  Gregg says he has supported Right to Work all along. 

Everything I reported to you about 
Governor Gregg was 100% correct. 

But according to the Manchester Unioueader, the New Hampshire -~).l 
AFL-CIO Political Director has been crowing all year about how 
E l r .  Gregg did the union bosses' dirty work €or them by killing 
the Right to Work bill ( H . B .  1432) 211-134. 

And in 1989 he assured the New Hampshire AFL-CIO convention 
that he would veto any Riaht to Work bill that came to his desk. 

Even on his survey respons (which I still have not 
received from him e root of compulsory 
unionism -- Big Labor's monopoly bargaining privileges, which 
force union-boss llrepresentationlt on workers who don't want it. 

law. If so, why did he kill a Right t~ Work law €or New 
Hampshire? 
rights he denied to his own constituents? Very curious indeed. 

And he also claims he'll support a National Right to Work 

Why would he vote to give out-of-state workers the 

One thing's €or sure. If Judd Gregg becomes a_ U.S. Senator, 
he needs to remember that his past support €or compulsory 
unionism sparked a firestorm of constituent anger. Thatfs the 
only way to stop him from doing it again if he wins his campaign. 1 

That's why I'm asking you to take-three actions immediately. 

First, call Governor Gregg at X X X r  A n d  urge him to 

P 

publicly apologize for killing your Right to Work law. If you 
put enough heat on Governor Gregg, you can force him to prove his 
professed conversion is gen e by opposing forced unionism in 
the Senate. 

Second, call John Rauh X X X - X V  2 and insist he change his 
ti-Right to work position nd -tiii?d, don f t leave out 
dependent Larry Brady. H under major pressure to back off 

encourage him not to buckle. __ 
rom his support €or Right to Work. Call him at X X X { X x X X ,  and 

Sincerely, 

Reed Larson 

leading gubernatorial candidate Steve Merrill at I He says he supports Right to Work "in principle." 
'\ 

to support it in practice next yearlif elected. 
Tell him not to kill the New Hampshire Right to Work bill 
+i&k Governor Gregg did this year. 

P . S .  



October XX, 1992 

xxxxxxxxxxxxxxx 
xxxxxxxxxxxxxxx 
xxxxxxxxxxxxxxx 
Dear XXXX XXXXXXXXXX: 

What do Democrat John Rauh and Republican Judd Gregg -- who 

They have both actively opposed Right to Work this year. 

At least John Rauh has the honesty to admit it. He endorsed 

are both vying to be your next U . S .  Senator -- have in common? 

compulsory unionism on his 1992 Right to Work Candidate Survey. 

But Sudd Gregg may be trying to snow you about his past 
record on Right to Work -- and even about his currant position. 

Of the major candidates for the New Hampshire Senate seat, 
only Independent Larry Brady has had the guts to consistently 
stand up against Organized Labor‘s political machine. 

Less than 7 months ago, Governor Gregg almost singlehandedly 
quashed the New Hampshire Right to Work bill pending at that time 
in the New Hampshire House of Representatives. To kill the bill, 
he twisted the arms of dozens of Republican representatives who 
had previously supported Right to Work. 

Since Governor Gregg is favored to win the Senate race, and 
because Big Labor is only a vote or two shy of enacting its 
entire political agenda, his track record on Right to Work is of 
especially grave concern. 

If Governor Gregg supports compulsory unionism in the 
Senate as he did this past year as governor, our nation could 
face economic upheaval, paralyzing strikes, inflation, and taxes. 

Candidate Survey to nail down his position on specific pieces of 
forced unionism legislation -- GGvernor Gregg refused to answer. 

So I sent Governor Gregg another survey on July 31. And you 
and thousands of New Hampshire citizens deluged his office with 
postcards and phone calls urging him to support Right to Work. 

Way back on July 17, I sent Governor Gregg a Right to Work 

Again, he refused to respond. 

I sent a third survey on September 10, and reported Mr. 
Gregg‘s actions again, and you put so much heat on Governor Gregg 
for his arrogant refusal to come clean and level with you about 
his Right to Work record, he was forced to respond. 

Governor Gregg started mailing out copies of his “completedI1 
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survey to our members, who sent them on to me. In an 
accompanying letter, he implied he returned his survey weeks ago, 
and claims has alwavs supported Right to Work. 
me of *8grossly misrepresenting" & position on forced unionism. 

He even accused 

Just the opposite. 

Mr. Gregg says he has supported Right to Work all along. 

Everything I reported to you about 
Governor Gregg was 100% correct. 

But according to the Manchester Union Leader, the New Hampshire 
AFL-CIO Political Director has been crowing all year about how 
Mr. Gregg did the union bosses' dirty work for them by killing 
the Right to Work bill (M.B. 1432) 211-134. 

And in 1989 he assured the New Hampshire AFL-CIO ccnvention 
that he would veto any Riqht to Work bill that came to his desk. 

Even on his tardy survey response, (which I still have not 
received from him) Mr. Gregg endorses the root of compulsory 
unionism -- Big Labor's monopoly bargaining privileges, which 
force union-boss "representation" on workers who don't want it. 

law. If so, why did he kill a Right to Work law for New 
Hampshire? 
rights he denied to his own constituents? Very curious indeed. 

One thing's for sure. If Judd Gregg becomes a U.S. Senator, 
he needs to remember that his past support for compulsory 
unionism sparked a firestorm of constituent anger. 
only way to stop him from doing it again if he wins his campaign. 

That's why I'm asking you to take three actions immediately. 

First, call Governor Gregg at XXX-XXXX and urge him to 

And he also claims he'll support a National Right to Work 

Why would he vote to give out-of-state workers the 

That's the 

publicly apologize for killing your Right to Work law. If you 
put enough heat on Governor Gregg, you can force him to prove his 
professed conversion is genuine by opposing forced unionism in 
the Senate. 

Second, call John Rauh at XXX-XXXX and insist he change his 
anti-Right to Work position. And third, don't leave out 
independent Larry Brady. 
from his support for Right to Work. Call him at XXX-XXXX and 
encourage him not to buckle. 

He's under major pressure to back off 

Sincerely, 

Reed Larson 

P.S. Also call leading gubernatorial candidate Steve Merrill at 
XXX-XXXX. Be says he supports Right to Work "in principle." 
Urge him to support it in practice next year if elected. 
Tell him not to kill the New Hampshire Right to Work bill 
like Governor Gregg did this year. 



October X X ,  1992 

What do Democrat John Rauh and Republican Judd Gregg - -  who 

They have both actively opposed Right to Work this year. 

At least John Rauh has the honesty to admit it. He endorsed 
compulsory unionism on his 1992 Right to Work Candidate Survey. 

But Judd Gregg may be trying to snow you about his past 
record on Right to Work - -  and even about his current position. 

Of the major candidates for the New Hampshire Senate seat, 
only Independent Larry Brady has had the guts to consistently 
stand up against Organized Labor's political machine. 

Lwm-bkm Bs months ago, Governor Gregg almost singlaandedly 
quashed the New Hampshire Right to Work bill pending at that time 
in the New Hampshire House of Representatives. To kill the bill, 
he twisted the arms of dozens of Reoublican rerxesentatives who 

are both vying to be your next U.S. Senator - -  have in common? 
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had previously supported Right to Wbrk. 
rJ.5. 

Since Gregg is favored to win the4Senate race, and 
is only a vote or two shy of enacting its 
agenda, his track record on Riqht to Work is of - 

A i i y  es grave concern. 

+If Governor Gregg supports compulsory unionism in the 
Senate as governor, our nati 
face econo strike%,, inflation 

Candidate Survev to nail down his position on specific pieces of 
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overnor Gregg a Right to Work c ) k  
forced;;unionism- legislation - - Governor Gregg rkvsed to answer. 

and thousands of New Hampshire citizens deluged his office with 
postcards and phone calls urging him to support Rfight to Work. 

_I' 

S o  I sent Gregg a 31. f" And you 
S d ~  

Aqain, he refused to resQond. .' uv I - 
10, and reported Mr. 

Grew's actions auain. YOU nut so much heat on Governor Grew 
for-Gis arrogant refusal to 
his Right to Work record, he was forced to respond. 

level with you about-- 

Governor Gregg started mailing out copies of his survey 
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answers to our members, who sent them on to me. In an 
accompanying letter, he implied he returned his survey weeks ago, 
and claimed he has alwavs supported Right to Work. 
accused me of llgrossly misrepresenting" his position on forced 
unionism. 

He even 

Just the opposite. Everything I reported to you about 
Governor Gregg was 100% correct. 

M r .  Gregg did the union bosses' dirty work for them by killing 
the Right to Work bill (H.B. 1432) 211-134. 

And in 1989 he assured the New Hampshire AFL-CIO convention 
that he would veto any Risht to Work bill that came to his desk. 

Even on his tardy survey response,/(which I still have not 
received from himh'Mr. Gregg endorses the root of compulsory 
unionism - -  Big Labor's monopoly bargaining privileges, which 
force union-boss ,lrepresentation" on workers who don't want it. 

And he also claims he'll support a National Right to Work 
law. If so, why did he kill a Right to Work law for New 
Hampshire? Why would he vote to give out-of-state workers the 
rights he denied to his own constituents? Very curious indeed. 

One thing's for sure. If Judd Gregg becomes a U.S. Senator, 
he needs to remember that his past support for compulsory 
unionism sparked a firestorm of constituent anger. That's the 
only way to stop him from doing it again)if he wins his campaign. 

That's why I ' m  asking you to t actions immediately. 

3k 
P 

First, call Governor Gregg a nd urge him to - d c ?  
publicly apologize for killing yo Work law. If you 
put enough heat on Governor Gregg, you can force him to prove his 
professed conversion is genuine by opposing forced unionism in - - - _ _  - 
the Senate. 

call John Rauh at and insist he change his 

of E 
nd 

o Work position. (- 
dependent Larry Brady. HI?' gti- rom his support for Right to Work. Call him at 

encourage him not to buckle. 
Sincerely, 64-1 -S7@ 

Reed Larson 

leading gubernatorial candidate Steve Merrill at 
He says he supports Right to Work "in principle. 

him to support it in practice next yearvif elected. 0' 
Tell him not to kill the New Hampshire Righ€? to Work bill 
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J-kke Governor Gregg did this year. 


